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ABSTRACT

Expertise is undoubtedly a feature of policy areas in contemporary societies; inputs
of formal knowledge are important components of the policy process. The post-
1945 period, in Britain, has witnessed a proliferation and diversification in both
the number and type of expert, and expert group used in policy areas. This
situation poses both theoretical and empirical difficulties for any analysis of the
role and influence of expert groups. The thesis focuses upon expert groups in the
policy process, the nature and reasons for their influence, and the subsequent
democratic and normative implications raised by such an analysis.

The thesis makes an assessment of the various definitions of the expert, as well as
a thorough examination of technocracy. Moreover, the nature of expertise 1s
examined to demonstrate how expert influence may alter at different levels in the
policy-making process. It is contended that complexity, and a corresponding
requirement of legitimacy, are the primary reasons for the use of experts in policy
areas. This analysis is placed in historical context since 1945, a period that has
witnessed alterations in both the nature and type of expert and expert group, the

level of demand for expertise, and the reasons for that demand, made by policy-
makers for expert input.

This theoretical and historical overview is utilised in the analysis of two diverse
case studies of policy sub-sectors: the case of air pollution and asthma, and the
siting of the route of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link. Although distinct in nature, it
1s shown that within both of these policy areas expert groups operate on a formal
mandate, as a result of complexity and a requirement of legitimacy. And
furthermore, that the primary effect of the complex nature of the policy-making

process, and the corresponding use of expert knowledge to legitimate policy, is on
the level and type of political participation.
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PREFACE

This thesis represents a culmination of over five years work that started life as a
personal whim on a sunny Sunday afternoon. It turned into a project of self-
discovery, to explore the reasons for my own personal political apathy. Time wiil
tell if the endeavour will prove fruitful. During the preparation and writing of the

thesis the focus of the project certainly altered from its original conception.
Nevertheless the desire remained the same.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Expertise is an important element of policyr—making in contemporary societies. The
use of either scientific, technological, or expert input is seen as a key ingredient 1n
the success of policy formulation and outcomes, not least because of the prevailing
dominance of technology and complex systems that define the nature of
contemporary society. This almost endemic requirement of expertise is widely
acknowledged, although the exact nature of its influence in specific areas of policy
i1s not clear. In recent years attempts have been made to assess this complex nature
of the policy-making process. One perspective that places greater emphasis on the
individual element of expertise, is provided by the theory of technocracy.
Technocracy usually refers to assessments of entire societies, or centralised
structures of government. It is defined as 'rule by expertise', whereby political
and ideological debate is removed from policy debate. Policy is determined by an
apolitical, administrative and technical process by technocrats. However, 1n
addition to its use at a systemic level, the concept is also useful in policy analysis

by employing its core characteristics in empirical assessments of specific areas of
policy.

This thesis uses the theoretical concept of technocracy as the basis for an analysis
of expertise, and more specifically the nature of expert influence in two areas of
policy-making in Britain. It argues that expert groups will operate at different
levels within policy areas. The exact level will depend on the nature of the expert
group itself, and the characteristics of the policy area. Moreover, technocracy is
remodelled to demonstrate that technocratic structures may exist at specific levels in
the policy-making process, and not just at a systemic level. In addition, the thesis
also contends that the primary reasons for the use of expertise in policy areas are
the inherent complexity of both the policy-making process, and the nature of the

policy area, and a corresponding requirement on behalf of policy-makers to
legitimate policy decisions before a wider public.
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The thesis analyses what is meant by the terms 'expert' and 'expertise', and places
these definitions within the historical context of policy-making in Britain since
1945, to demonstrate not only that the definition of the expert has altered,
according to circumstances, but that the demand for expert input by policy-makers
has varied during this period, a period that has witnessed an expansion 1n state
activities. The final part of the thesis examines these issues within two distinct
areas of policy-making in contemporary Britain: the siting of the route for the
Channel Tunnel Rail Link, and the relationship between air pollution and asthma.
In these case studies it is shown: that both policy areas demonstrate a high level of
expert input into policy-making, due primarily to the highly complex nature of both
the subject matter, and the process for policy delivery, and a corresponding
requirement of legitimacy on behalf of policy-makers. Both areas show a tendency
towards technocratic management, whereby political and normative debate 1s
removed from policy decisions, and that the main implication of such an

assessment is the effect on democratic processes, particularly political
participation.

The development and expansion of state responsibilities since 1945 has led to an
increased use of research and expert opinion. At the present time governments are
responsible for the welfare state, the provision of favourable economic conditions,
and the regulation of various areas of human activity, amongst many others.
Advice is certainly a characteristic of policy-making in contemporary society. Itis
considered acceptable and desirable for policy-makers to be seen to be receiving as
much advice as possible. This development in state responsibility has witnessed a
number of different phases. The immediate post-war period and the 1930s was a
time of limited confrontation on ideological grounds. Instead a post-war settlement
produced an era that allowed experts to influence, to a large extent, policy detail.
This could be described as technocratic influence, but it was more an example of

delegation due to political necessity, because of the need for post-war
reconstruction, rather than a proactive transfer of responsibilities. This situation
altered during the 1960s and 1970s, when a perceived lack of input from experts
into policy processes enabled the development of new professions and an
expansion in the number of social and policy scientists. This period itself waned
In the late 1970s. Since then the use of experts has been geared, primarily,
towards providing legitimacy to commercial and political interests. There has also
been a backlash against the notion of 'big government' and a challenge to the
public sector from private sector methodologies, providing the conditions for the
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rise in new forms of expert group such as think-tanks, and the development of

regulation in many areas of policy, an administrative and institutional response to
policy-making.

Regulation is itself a dominant element in the two case studies. Although they are
- two distinct areas of policy they share common traits, inciuding a trend towards
regulation in terms of policy formulation and outcomes, an incrementalistapproach
to the provision of policy solution, an increasingly centralised policy domain, and
a focus on the environment. The issue of air pollution and asthma is not a new

policy concern. In terms of policy response it is an area dominated, historically,
by regulatory mechanisms. This altered slightly during the 1980s when moral
themes became an important element in the policy area. This period saw a greater
incorporation of environmental issues within political debate in general. Today,
the area can be described as possessing a combination of moral and regulatory
themes, with a tendency towards technocracy. Policy is determined, to a large
extent, by administrative regulation, the use of standards and agencies created to
enforce them. Nevertheless, the moral element of environmental policy-making
remains present. Consensus on many issues has not been reached sufficiently to
remove this feature from the policy process. The policy area is a highly complex
one, dominated by the use of quantitative research, and, as a result, by a high level

of involvement by experts. As a result expertise determines the nature of the
political discourse.

The air pollution policy area is large and as such is a concern of environmental
policy in general. The potential relationship between air pollution and asthma
forms a primary sub-sector of the policy area. The institutional response to
environmental issues in the 1970s produced new actors and organisations in the
policy process, primarily the Department of the Environment, but also at a higher
level, most notably the European Union. It also saw a greater professionalism
from pressure groups and non-governmental organisations. The expanding and
inclusive nature of the policy process signalled a trend towards technocratic
management of the environment, that continues today with the creation of the
Environment Agency, and the use of Environmental Assessment. Furthermore,
this technocratic element is evident in this issue because of the cross-sector nature
of air pollution and asthma. Air pollution and asthma is as much, if not more, a
health issue as an issue of the environment. A link between air pollution and
asthma has, therefore, serious implications for policy because air pollution 1s a
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cross-sector policy area. In addition to its cross-sector nature asthma is important
as it represents one of the most common chronic diseases in the western world.
Expertise is crucial to this area because it covers both technical health issues and
environmental issues, which are beyond the knowledge of the lay public. As a
policy area air pollution and asthma reflects the difficulties presented by the
relationship between technology and policy. This is because it is a highly complex
policy area, resulting from inter alia the collection of data, in which governments
have been 1nvolved for over a century, the determination of whether or not a

problem exists, and the provision of policy solution. Expertise is crucial in this
respect as important issues are considered to be those requiring special knowledge.

The second policy area, the siting of the route for the Channel Tunnel Rail Link, 1s
also a highly prominent policy area in contemporary society, but for different
reasons. The final route has now been selected, but construction has yet to
commence, with current difficulties surrounding the funding of the scheme. It has
certainly been a protracted project, taking over 12 years from conception to the
production of a final route alignment. The Channel Tunnel Rail Link scheme
highlights the interaction between policy and planning. This is because politics 1s
concerned with resource allocation and is, therefore, not something that can be
removed from technical planning issues; the two elements are connected. As with
air pollution and asthma, the environment has become an increasingly dominant
theme in transport provision, especially with large infrastructure projects. Today,
environmental debate is concerned, primarily, with universal issues, as opposed to
the specific problems that were characteristic of environmental policy solution
during the 1970s. Again, as with air pollution and asthma, this highlights a
technocratic tendency in policy provision. This is demonstrated by the institutional
response of governments: the creation of the Environment Agency and later the
Department of Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR); the high level of
influence of the European Union; and the practice of Environmental Assessment.
This trend is in keeping with the development of planning since 1945, a period that
has witnessed an increasing politicisation of processes, and an increasing
complexity of land-use planning procedures. These issues have been brought to
the attention of the public in such a dramatic fashion because the Channel Tunnel
Rail Link represents the first mainline railway to be constructed in Britain for over
a century. As a result, it presents unique difficulties, not only in its construction,
but also in its impact on a policy process not used to dealing with such schemes.
Public opposition to railways schemes is not new. However, the difference
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between protest during the nineteenth century and the present day is that the policy
process for planning such large infrastructure projects is more complex. As a
result the route alignment of railways is a relatively new area of academic study.
Complexity is an inherent element within the policy process, provided primarily by
the topographical profile of Kent. This is portrayed most starkly when it 1s
compared to the north-west of France, where the connecting section of a high-
speed link to Paris has already been completed. Because of the uniqueness of the

project and the complexity created by such a scheme, expert input is instrumental
in the planning process.

In order to explore the use of experts within these two case studies a number of
issues need to be addressed. The concepts of expert and expertise require analysis
to provide definitions to test within the policy areas. In addition, an assessment 1S
needed of the exact role that experts play in policy areas in contemporary Britain.
A related issue is the nature of expert influence; this will vary between policy areas
and will be dependent on the nature of the political climate. Therefore, analyses of
definition, role, and nature of expert influence will provide a clear approach for
assessing the use of experts in the two case studies. In addition to these three
elements a thorough examination is required of the reasons for expert involvement
in policy. This is an important area as it leads us to ask questions about the
democratic implications of expertise in contemporary society.

In addition to the assessment of these theoretical concepts an historical context 1s
also important. Expertise has certainly been a key element in policy-making since
1945. This provides the historical background against which to judge
contemporary events and permits the evaluation of trends. An assessment of the
exact nature of expert influence is therefore, both a theoretical and empirical
endeavour. In order to provide this a review of the relevant literature is required.

1.2 LITERATURE REVIEW

As has been discussed above the primary theoretical framework for this thesis 1s
provided by theories of the expert and technocracy respectively. This literature
review demonstrates that technocracy can be applied at specific areas of the policy
process, and not just at a systemic level. The literature review also examines the
definitions of expert and concludes that only a comprehensive definition,



Chapter 1: Introduction M. Chiles, 1999

encompassing more than one perspective, is sufficient for use in empirical analyses
of policy areas. It goes on to look at the how expertise manifests itself in policy
areas through an assessment of the types of mandate that expertise will operate
under, concluding that, to a large extent, experts operate on either moderate or
extensive mandates, which translate into a formal influence on policy outcomes.
The reasons for the use of expertise in policy areas are also examined. The review
reveals that complexity and legitimacy are the primary reasons for a significant use
of expert knowledge in policy decisions. In addition to this review of theoretical
literature, an assessment is made of the historical development of experts in policy
areas, in Britain, since 1945. It is shown that since 1945 there has been a
diversification and proliferation in the number and type of expert group operating

in policy areas. Moreover, that the nature and demand for expert knowledge from
policy-makers has altered significantly.

The traditional conception of expertise is located within theories of technocracy.
Historically this has been with the normative aspect, illustrated by observers such
as Bacon, Comte, and Veblen, that experts should rule. The contemporary form,
however, centres on whether experts do rule, or at least have extensive influence.
As Fischer (1990) and Williams (1971) indicate, technocracy can de defined as
'rule by expertise’. Yet, this will vary between institutional settings (Williams,
1971). Therefore, 'technocracy' is best utilised as an approximation to which
empirical assessment may be made (Centeno, 1993). To do this an evaluation of
the central themes of technocracy is needed. Fischer (1990) highlights the core
characteristics of technocracy: a neglect of normative reason, and an apolitical
ideology. By taking these core characteristics examination may be made of
specific policy areas to assess the level of technocratic tendency within them.
Therefore, technocracy can be described as an ideal, or logical end-state of rule by
experts. It is a transfer of control from political or democratic processes to
technical ones. However, its more important use is through its key themes, and
their application at specific levels of the policy process.

The exact level of specialised knowledge and organisational control are important
factors (Burris, 1989; Aberbach et al, 1990; Meynaud, 1968). This means the
influence of technocrats will depend on the degree of deference to technical
concerns (based on assumptions that there is objective knowledge) over and above
political considerations within policy areas, and the level of cohesion and
consensus between technocrats in policy-making organisations. This consensus
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and cohesion will, in turn, affect the way in which technocrats may have influence.
Centeno (1993) is instructive in this respect. If experts are able to transfer
complex technical issues to political ones then political discourse will limit
participation within policy areas to those conversant in technical languages.
Moreover, expert opinion will be viewed as possessing greater legitimacy than that
of uninformed opinion. Therefore, although this theoretical assessment of
technocracy is important, it leads to the conclusion that it is more beneficial in a
theoretical sense as an ideal, against which empirical approximations may be made.

Empirical assessment of policy areas has become an important area of political
analysis, not least because the notion of 'policy' is the primary focus for political
debate. As Wright (1994) shows, individual elements such as expertise,

legitimacy, and complexity should become the focus of attention. A result of this
1s the need to define 'expert'.

The definition and role of the expert are necessarily linked. This is because when
analysing expertise in policy areas one cannot be separated from the other, since
they cannot operate as isolated purveyors of pure science or advice. This points
towards a combined definition of the expert. Experts are possessors of formal or
technical knowledge, whether pure or applied (Friedson, 1986; Etzioni, 1968).
However, in order to operate within policy areas experts require legitimate status.
Therefore, they operate as agents of formal knowledge subject to occupational
control (Aberbach et al, 1990; Brint, 1990; Johnson, 1979, Laffin, 1984; Collins,
1990a). Expertise is thus a product of position achieved through a combination of
training and a professional career system. In addition to this, the nature of the
policy area itself will help to determine the exact role of expertise (Barker and
Peters, 1993), because policy-makers require different types of information
according to circumstances and could be technical or non-technical. Barker (1993)
suggests that the role of experts within policy areas is primarily for the provision
of technical information. Yet, the demarcation line between technical and political
1ssues is often blurred (Parsons, 1995). It results in the fact that experts may be
employed to provide information that is beyond strictly technical information, and
more like advice that involves normative opinion and political considerations.

What is more important, over and above that of the definition and role of expertise,

1s the relationship of experts to the policy process, their methods of influence, and
the reasons forit. Itis contended that the most important level of influence is at the

systemic level, or more specifically, the way policy-makers attempt to alter public
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opinion on the basis of expert influence (Benveniste, 1973; Fleming, 1988;
Habermas, 1976). This structural influence is similar to a pervasive professional
or expert social ideal (Perkin, 1989), whereby society as a whole tends towards
the acceptance of expert over political or lay opinion. In addition to this system-
level influence, experts also may have influence in specific policy areas (Brint,
1990). For example, this influence can be as merely 'servants of power' to policy-
makers, where experts operate as withdrawn advisers. They may alternatively
have a technocratic influence, whereby expertise is central to the policy area and -
where there is complete delegation of power to experts (Brint, 1990; Benveniste,

1973). There will also be other levels of influence along a continuum with
servants of power and technocratic influence at the two extremes. This
differentiation between types of influence is important because it permits an
empirical assessment of the type of influence exercised in particular policy areas.

Saward (1992) and Topf (1993a) highlight that this influence will be dependent on
supply, that is, the level of cohesion between expert groups, and consensus and

agreement on information and theories demonstrated by experts. This can occur
not only in policy at a local level, but also at an international level (Haas, 1990),
where a consensus on particular issues may be found between leading experts in
the field on a global scale. The corresponding demand for expert opinion is also
an important element in determining the type of mandate that is provided to experts
by policy-makers, and the subsequent level of influence on policy that is exercised.
The demand is the nature of the political climate at that time, or on a more practical
level, the level of co-option of experts by policy-makers (Saward, 1992;
Torstendahl, 1990). The important result of this assessment is that the exact levels
of both mandate and influence are determined by the interaction between supply
and demand of expert opinion, and can be determined empirically in particular
policy areas. Therefore, the level of agreement or consensus between experts will
determine the level of influence of expertise within the policy area. Similarly, the

prominence of the policy problem on the political agenda, and the desire or need
for expertise by policy-makers, will impact on the type of influence. It is beyond
any question that expertise does have influence despite claims to the contrary
(Collingridge and Reeve, 1986). It is the level within specific policy areas that is

important. A related factor to the level of influence is the reason, or reasons for the
need for expert input into policy areas.
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The existence of complexity and a requirement of legitimacy on behalf of policy-
makers are the primary reasons for the use of expertise in policy areas. Saward
(1993; 1992) highlights the importance of legitimacy. He demonstrates that it 1s
required not only for the basic political survival and credibility of governments,
and policy-makers, but also because expert advice must satisfy both the public,
and participants in the policy area. Beetham (1991) has also pointed to legitimacy
as an important element in policy-making. He shows that expertise is utilised by
policy-makers because of the premise that matters of the public interest must be

concerned with special knowledge. Moreover, as O'Riordan and O'Riordan
(1993) show, this is important in areas of technical debate such as the
environment, because policy-makers must at least be seen to be providing
thorough public examination of all relevant issues. In return, policy-makers must
seek regular reaffirmation of their policies through institutional mechanisms

(O'Riordan, 1976; Beetham, 1991) as legitimacy is conferred, first and foremost,
by the public.

The other primary reason for the use of expertise in policy areas is complexity and
is related to legitimacy as the latter can spring from the former. However,
legitimacy may exist also as an independent factor. Zolo (1992) shows that
complexity is not a trivial matter in policy areas. Rather than being a thing in itself,
that is to say, representative of an increasingly diverse and interrelated society, it 1s
a cognitive situation in which agents find themselves. Complexity within policy
areas takes two forms: epistemological and social. The latter is generated from the
notion of inter-dependency and the increase in the selection of possible outcomes
evident in policy areas. The former is determined by the inability of policy-makers
to comprehend the policy process in its entirety (Zolo, 1992). Policy-makers are
unable to remove themselves from the historical or social circumstances of the
policy areas (Etzioni, 1968). This complexity leads to demands not only for new
forms of knowledge (Fischer, 1990), but also permits the use of expert opinion to
deal with complex issues (Dennis, 1977). As Dryzek (1990) illustrates, the notion
of complexity in policy areas is the major factor in accounting for the rise in the use
of expertise, as societies diversify, but co-ordination increases. As a result,
because complexity cannot be eliminated this poses democratic difficulties for
societies, as there is no objective observation language free from social or cultural
bias. Value judgements cannot be avoided (Etzioni, 1968; Zolo, 1992).
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Animportant factor in the development and growth in expertise in policy areas has
been that of the welfare state. It heralded new institutions in areas such as health
and education (Gough, 1979). The immediate post-war period saw the increased
use of experts because of political necessity, a delegation of power to experts in
terms of policy detail, as a result of the post-war political settlement. Professional
expertise was crucial in this area. Professionals and experts provided legitimacy as
the transition was made to the managed welfare state (Heidenheimer, 1989).
Indeed, during this transition the development of the welfare state was directly
dependent on experts and professionals. They were the mediators between the
state and the public (Bertilsson, 1990). Indeed, the public sector is still an
important area for professional influence (Brante, 1990). In addition to the
expansion in the number of traditional professionals, the post-1945 period also
witnessed the development of new types of expert and expert group, such as the
creation of policy units, parts of the policy process dedicated to providing technical
input into policy areas (Prince, 1983). These were formed as a response to the
complexity of policy areas and sought to achieve objective input, because of the
perceived inadequacies of administration in the 1960s. This period also saw the
development of policy sciences, a discipline of knowledge in and of the policy
process (Lasswell, 1970; DeLeon, 1991; Hogwood and Gunn, 1984). Part of the
reason for this was a response to the complexity of events, and a desire for a
generalised approach to policy formulation, throu gh what was termed a 'systems-
based' approach (Heclo, 1972). Therefore, it was the scale of the use of expertise
that altered. Social science expertise became a form of professional activity
(Wagner et al, 1991) and career paths were generated through state control of a
number of these new professions (Johnson, 1979; Perkin, 1989).

Further change occurred during the 1980s and 1990s, with expertise being tailored
to suit particular interests and political standpoints. Rather than focusing on
administrative adjustments, expertise was employed to reinforce the introduction of
new ideas into the policy process (Wittrock et al, 1981; Smith, C. S., 1991). This
emerged out of a demand from policy-makers facing seemingly intractable policy
conditions during the 1970s (Larson, 1990), and an expanding social science
education sector focusing its attention on specific policy issues (Ham and Hill,
1993). A related theme was the backlash against the notion of 'big government',
and a challenge to the public sector by the private sector, such as the demand for
policy efficiency, and new methods for management (Wilson and Doig, 1996;
Parsons, 1995; Perkin, 1989; Tarschys, 1993; Ham and Hill, 1993). The most

10



Chapter 1: Introduction M. Chiles, 1999

important issue was that policy became focused on policy ends and not only the
nature of the policy process. This signalled changes in the relationships between
professionals and experts to policy-makers (Siegrist, 1990; Smith, J. A., 1991),
altering the nature of the way experts were employed, from a sense of pragmatic
purpose, to one of ideologically-oriented advice, through new mechanisms such as
think-tanks. Groups such as these provided the intellectual legitimacy for political
decisions (Parsons, 1995; Stone, 1995; Hames and Feasey, 1994). This
orientation also provided a more pluralistic environment for expertise. Therefore,
the 1980s and early 1990s represented an alteration in type and level of expert
involvement in policy. Majone (1994) argues that this can be seen with the
development of regulation, and the increase in the use of agencies, a response
across Europe 1n general to the problem of complexity.

In addition to placing the theoretical and empirical elements of the thesis in the

context of the relevant literature and historical events, an outline of the
methodology of the thesis is also necessary.

1.3 METHODOLOGY

The thesis employs three main methodological approaches: qualitative research,
discourse analysis, and case studies.

The nature of policy-making is a complex area for political analysis. Qualitative
research is the most appropriate method as it can provide the descriptive detail that
makes complex systems, such as policy areas, comprehensible (Finch, 1982, p.
162). Indeed, the reason for the use of qualitative research in policy areas 1s,

é
o0

.. underpinned by the persistent requirement in social policy fields to

understand complex behaviours, necds, systems and cultures.” (Ritchie and
Spencer, 1994, p. 173)

Despite the unwieldy nature of the material analysis is still possible. This is
achieved by interalia, defining concepts, understanding the internal structures of
the policy area, mapping the range of the material, and analysing the nature and
dynamics of the subject. This facilitates the creation of typologies, categorising

‘types’ that have been discovered, and finding associations, such as the generation
of new theory (Ritchie and Spencer, 1994, p. 176).

11
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This thesis concerns the notions of expertise, technocracy, complexity, legitimacy,
and more precisely, the nature and level of expertise utilised in the policy-making
process. It asks both empirical and normative questions about the role of
expertise, and about the democratic implications of its presence in policy areas.
This is achieved through an assessment of what is meant by the central concepts
above, and by the use of these to assess the nature and level of expertise in two
case studies. The final area, to assess the implications of such an analysis, s an

examination of the case studies in the light of the theoretical assessment of these
concepts in both empirical and normative ways.

One qualitative method that will be employed throughout the thesis is discourse
analysis, the idea that individuals participate in forms of understanding,
comprehension, or consciousness of the relations and activities in which they are
involved. This can be maintained through signs and language transmitted between
people and institutions (Purvis and Hunt, 1993, p. 2; Potter and Wetherell, 1994,
pp. 48-49). Discourse analysis can take the form of assessing how individuals

construct their talk and texts to display their ideas and arguments as acceptable in a
particular setting. It may also take the form of an assessment of how institutions,
practices, and individuals can be understood through the working of a particular
set of discourses. The former is considered the more appropriate because it allows
empirical assessment of the political questions, rather than merely linguistic
questions. Therefore, this thesis concerns the procedure in which texts are
constructed and made to appear factual, and also what makes the arguments
provided by experts persuasive. This approach represents a dual emphasis: the
procedure by which texts are constructed and made to appear factual, and the

general resources used to construct the discourse in order to make the arguments
persuasive.

Political discourses can be separated into a number of factors. First, an ontology,
a set of entities agreed or accepted as existing within a policy area. Second, the
relationships between these entities. Third, motives that are assigned or derived
from these entities. And finally, a conception of natural and unnatural political
relationships (Dryzek and Berijikian, 1993, p. 51). The ontology is assessed in
Chapters 2 and 3, with evaluation in both theoretical and historical terms of
concepts such as expertise and technocracy. The relationships between the various
entities or elements within the policy areas are explored throughout the thesis.

12
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The motives of these entities are also explored throughout the thesis, but

predominantly through the case studies, where the motives of experts and expertise
will be examined. The final element, political relationships, concerns the
relationships and hierarchies that may be taken for granted, such as wealth, social

class, and so on. Where necessary definition and explanation is required this will
be provided.

A discourse is a system or structure with its own internal organisation, and 1n
specialised discourses (such as those ‘dominated’ by expertise) there may be
strong cohesion between entities (Purvis and Hunt, 1993, p. 8). In this way the
discourse will channel the discursive possibilities, that is, it will facilitate certain
statements, and impede others. Thus, it permits and demarcates what is part of the

discourse. This is what allows the demarcation of the area for the theoretical
overview.

The final methodological tool is case study analysis. Case studies are particularly
useful for research into policy-making,

‘In the examination of the impact of policy, case studies are increasingly
recognised as having an important role ... since they are able to

illuminate the effects of implementation on everyday activities.” (Bryman,
1989, p. 172)

In addition to this benefit, case studies are a flexible form of research design. Ata
simple level they provide descriptive accounts, but at their most vigorous they may
achieve isolation of social or political factors, and most importantly, the isolation
of these factors in particular settings. In between these two extremes lies a
multitude of case studies used to test-out theories, generate new theory, redefine
concepts, assess patterns and correlations, and provide replication.

The case study approach adopted within this thesis is that of the ‘critical’ version
of the ‘experimental isolation case study’, that selects particular social and political
factors (the notion of expertise) within a real-life context, to test-out theory or
generate new theory (Bryman, 1989, pp. 170-173; Hakim, pp. 62-67).
Therefore, the case studies do not examine observed patterns or correlations (as
found in the 'causal' version of this type of case study) as the actual process of the
policy area is not the primary area of examination. Rather, the case studies explore
models of technocratic and expert influence, to examine the exact nature and level
of this influence, so that they may be compared and contrasted. Although the
examination of observed patterns and correlations may be necessary in the ‘critical’

13
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form the primary aim is, in contrast, to test out or generate new theory and for this
reason the critical and not causal type is employed here.

Case studies can take a number of forms: individual case histories, providing
detailed examinations of individual perceptions of a particular issue; community
studies, usually containing descriptive material about a particular area; social
groups, where the examination is usually concerned with patterns of relationships;
studies of organisations or institutions, such as the relationships of expert groups
to the policy process; and finally, the study of events, roles, and relationships,
which is, in essence, a combination of the previous two. Policy analysis can
encompass all these areas. However, in this thesis, emphasis is placed on the first
three of these forms, with less emphasis being placed on spatial communities,
although the extent to which this is so varies between the two studies.

In addition to the complexity within the policy areas under examination as
discussed above, there is the inherent complexity in the very nature of an analysis
of a complex area, not only in terms of perception and understanding of the
material involved, but also in terms of the material providing an adequate
representation of the policy area. Time constraints affect significantly the amount
of material that may be considered. It is hoped that if the case studies are not
“totally’ representative they may be illustrative of the case study area.

In summary it may be argued that qualitative methodology is particularly pertinent
in policy research, because it permits the analysis of complex social, political, and
economic factors. Qualitative research is the most appropriate methodological
approach for this thesis as policy areas are complex and deal with empirical and
normative issues. The objectives of any research need to be directed towards
answers or conclusions. The nature of these answers will have influence over the
form, and indeed function, of the analysis undertaken. It 1s because of the nature

of both the expected conditions and the objectives of this thesis that qualitative
analysts has been adopted.

As well as providing a review of the important literature and a evaluation of the
methodology adopted for the thesis a plan of the thesis is also required.

14
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1.4 PLAN OF THE THESIS

In addition to this introductory chapter the thesis contains eight further chapters.
Chapter 2 provides the overall theoretical framework of the thesis, and supplies a
full literature review of the salient theoretical issues. It explores and reviews the
themes of technocracy and expertise, and provides definitions of these concepts to
employ 1n the case studies. Technocracy is assessed not only as a macro concept,
but also as a concept that may be utilised in specific areas to describe particular
relationships. Therefore, the review contains assessments of both technocracy and
expertise as separate, but complementary, concepts. This factor is important for
the case studies as both concepts are examined within them to assess the level of
expert influence. The literature review also explores two other analytically distinct,
but complementary concepts: complexity and legitimacy. It is argued that a
prevalence of the former, and the necessity of the latter, are the primary reasons for
expert dominance in some policy areas. Moreover, that legitimacy may flow from
complexity, but like complexity, legitimacy may itself be an independent factor.

Chapter 3 focuses on placing the theoretical issues of Chapter 2 in an histonical
context, and traces the development of the use of expertise. An emphasis is placed
‘on how the nature of expertise has altered in the post-1945 period. This focus is
achieved through the assessment of various types of expert group, sociai
scientists, policy scientists, planners, professionals, and so on. It provides a
useful and manageable format for analysing complexity and legitimacy in policy,
and provides a controllable approach for assessing how policy has become
increasingly complex. This chapter represents an historical account of the
increased use of expertise, as well as charting how the nature of this expertise has
altered. Itis organised chronologically to highlight how this nature has evolved.

Primarily for practical purposes, the case studies focus on contemporary
incarnations of expertise rather than trace a detailed historical overview and draw
upon both primary and secondary material. The case studies selected are
comparable in terms of their sub-sector status, but qualitatively different in nature:

the 1ssue of air pollution and asthma, and the siting of the route for the Channel
Tunnel Rail Link.

15



B L n i b ook ko a o b
LS

Chapter 1: Introduction M. Chiles, 1999

1.4.1 Air Pollution and Asthma

The selection of asthma as one issue connected with air pollution is as much an
analytical decision as a theoretical decision of using a sub-sectoral issue. Air
pollution is such a broad and complex policy area that asthma provides a suitable
focus for empirical assessment. Analysis is made via some of the principal
participants involved in the policy process, and assessment of the opinions of these
groups on the nature and effects of individual pollutants on public health, rather
than the problem of air pollution as a whole. In this way comparison can be made
between experts and expert groups in terms of their opinions on these important
issues, and their perception of the relative importance of each.

The case study is separated into three chapters. Part one of Chapter 4 provides
historical context to the issue of air pollution and asthma in Britain over the past
100 years. In particular, the statutory and regulatory mechanisms employed for its
control. The chapter also points to the level of complexity inherent within the
policy area and sets out the aim of the case study, that is, to assess the nature and
level of expert influence of a particular set of expert groups and the reasons for it.
These themes are explored in greater detail in Chapter 5, where the policy issue of
air pollution as a whole is analysed. It assesses the development of environmental
policy since the 1970s and asks whether or not this policy area is tending towards
technocratic management. It analyses also how the notion of air pollution has
altered conceptually, and the effects of new pollutants on public health. The
primary objective of Chapter 5is to draw attention to the link between air pollution
and asthma, and how the various elements within it demonstrate the complexity of

the policy area. It highlights the important areas of debate in which experts are
involved.

Chapter 6 takes this analysis one stage further, examining the wider political,
social, and economic effects of the relationship between air pollution and asthma.
Furthermore, it analyses the role of some of the principal participants in the policy
process, combined with the expert opinion used in debates on the nature of
individual pollutants, and their effects on public health. It is here that examination
is made of the type of mandate under which experts operate, the exact nature of
influence on policy formulation and outcomes, whether or not there is a tendency
towards technocracy, and whether or not the reasons for this are a prevailing

complexity, and a corresponding requirement for legitimacy by policy-makers.
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1.4.2 Channel Tunnel Rail Link

The siting of the route of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link was selected as a
representation of a sub-sector of transport policy. Environmental issues of the
route selection provided a legitimate empirical approach to the policy area in the
same way that individual pollutants offers a similar mechanism for entry into the

air pollution and asthma policy area. By selecting one area such as environmental
considerations, comparisons can be drawn over its relative importance to other

considerations such as economic, social, and political factors. In the same way as
for air pollution and asthma, a particular set of expert groups and their output were

selected as providing mechanisms for examination of the nature and level of expert
influence within the policy areas.

Chapter 4 contains the historical context for this case study. It traces the
development of the Channel Tunnel project from the end of the nineteenth century,
through the abandonment of a similar project in the mid-1970s, to the current rail
infrastructure scheme. As with the air pollution and asthma case study, it points to
the complexity inherent within the policy area. The chapter also sets the aim of the
case study, to assess the nature and level of expert influence of the particular set of
expert groups. These themes are explored in more detail in Chapter 7. It examines
the policy issue of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link in greater depth, making analyses
of planning and policy as distinct, but interrelated concepts. It also examines the
relationship between transport policy and the environment. In particular, how this
has changed and developed since 1945. It pays special attention to the concept of
Environmental Assessment, a dominant theme in environmental issues, and of
transport projects in particular. It poses the question of whether or not this
development demonstrates a tendency towards technocratic management of the
policy area. The chapter also draws attention to the complex nature of the policy
area. Furthermore, it covers is a detailed history of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link,
and a comprehensive account of the planning of the route, and how, in general, the
public is involved in the planning of transport infrastructure projects. A detailed
chronological assessment is given of the changes to the route made since the late

1980s up until the final route alignment. A more comprehensive chronological
overview of this is provided in an appendix.

Chapter 8 takes the assessment of these issues one stage further, examining the

nature of railway planning, and the political, social, economic, and environmental
aspects of transport planning and the Channel Tunnel Rail Link. In the same way
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as for the air pollution and asthma case study, an analysis is made of the principal

participants in the policy process. It is here that important questions are posed
about the type of mandate secured by experts over the environmental issues of the
route alignment, the level of influence on policy formulation and outcomes, and

whether or not this indicates a trend towards technocracy within planning issues

and the environment. To illustrate the level of influence particular emphasis 1s
placed on the role of expert groups in the debates on noise and visual intrusion on
the landscape. It also explores the contention that the primary reasons for the use

of expertise are a prevalence of complexity, and a corresponding requirement of
legitimacy.

Conclusions to these chapters are provided in Chapter 9. It draws together all of
the important elements, a summary of which is provided below.

1.5 SUMMARY

It is concluded that despite technocracy being primarily a concept employed at a
system level, the characteristics of technocracy may be employed in specific policy

areas. It provides the background conditions and framework that can be used to
analyse the variable of expertise in policy areas.

Experts are characterised as providers of formal knowledge, be it pure or applied,
within areas of occupational control. Experts were provided with an extensive
mandate for both the Channel Tunnel Rail Link and air pollution and asthma policy
areas. The influence of experts is seen both at a systemic level and at a 'formal’
level in the two policy areas as there is a direct delegation of responsibility to
experts for particular areas of policy. This influence is dependent on the nature of
supply, the nature of consensus achieved by experts in the relevant area, and the
demand posed by policy-makers. The level of demand for experts in policy-
making has altered significantly since 1945. Today, experts operate in a pluralistic

environment, with expertise geared towards providing legitimacy for particular
commercial and political interests.

A prevalence of complexity and a corresponding requirement of legitimacy are the
primary reasons for the employment of experts. The requirement of legitimacy is
itself a result of complexity, although it may also exist independently. The main
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implication of such an analysis is the effects on democratic processes, for experts

are instrumental in determining the nature of political discourse 1n certain areas.

The two case studies, although represénting analytically distinct policy areas, share
common themes of regulatory tendencies in terms of policy provision, the
environment, and complexity. Both issues are also highly contemporary, and

policy debate involves a diverse range of participants, from the European Union
through to local communities. Both policy areas are centralised, with the

government as the dominant actor. In addition, the policy areas possess high
levels of complexity, with epistemological complexity the primary form for air

pollution and asthma, and social complexity being the dominant form for the
Channel Tunnel Rail Link.

It is concluded that both policy areas demonstrate expert influence on a formal
level, although there is evidence in both to suggest a tendency towards more
technocratic influence. This is because experts are instrumental in determining the
nature of the political discourse and have impact on policy outcomes.
Furthermore, both areas demonstrate evidence of a high level of co-option of
experts by policy-makers. This is in order to deal with the high level of
complexity, and as a result to provide legitimacy for the policy preferences of
policy-makers. The main implications of such an assessment are the effects on
democratic processes, namely the effect on individual political participation, the
increasing centralisation and co-ordination within the policy areas, and the
increasing levels of power exerted by expertise within these areas.
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CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL OVERVIEW

'The increased power of officials is an inevitable
consequence of the greater degree of organisation that
scientific technique brings about. It has the drawback
that it is apt to be irresponsible, behind-the-scenes
power, like that of emperors’ or kings’ in former

times. To discover ways of controlling it is one of
the most important political problems of our time ....
If we are to recover our past prosperity, we shall have

to find ways of emancipating energy and enterprise

SJrom the frustrating, constitutionally timid
ignoramuses.'

(Bertrand Russell, 1952)

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines the important theoretical elements of the thesis. Most
importantly, it provides definitions of technocracy and expertise, assesses the

nature of expert influence, and the reasons for the use of expertise by policy-
makers.

Experts and expertise are important elements of contemporary society. This 1s
illustrated most strikingly in the debate over the definition of contemporary reality:
‘technetronic’, ‘post-industrialist’, ‘information society’, ‘post-modernist’, and so
on. Although it may be unclear as to the extent to which expertise has influence in
contemporary society, what is certain is that expertise plays a prominent role in
decision and policy-making systems. Moreover, the legitimacy of contemporary
states has been maintained by a notion of liberal democracy. However, the nature
of industrial society has, to a large extent, undermined democracy. Liberal
societies are premised on the notion of democracy, but expertise and technology

have made it increasingly difficult for citizens to have any influence on policy
outcomes.

It1s contended that all policy areas require some element of expertise (Barker and
Peters, 1993, p. 1). This however, will depend on the nature of the policy area
and what is meant by the term 'expert' and more generally, 'expertise’. It might be
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argued, in a more useful manner, that it is a characteristic of the contemporary
democratic state to be seen to be receiving as much advice as possible, irrespective
of whether or not expertise is used as a positive input into policy areas (Peters and
Barker, 1993, p. 1). In this way expertise is sought not only to make correct
decisions, but also to legitimate them. Because the nature of expertise will vary
according to policy area this reinforces the view that government is not a unitary
actor, but a set of differentiated institutions, and concerned with diffuse policy
areas which all require different information systems and possess different
information requirements. The primary approach to assessing the role of experts
and expertise is provided within theories of technocracy.

2.2 TECHNOCRACY

For technocracy the fundamental issue is not the role of experts, but rule by
technical expertise. Thus technocracy is defined as,

'A system of governance in which technically-trained experts rule by virtue
of their specialised knowledge and position in dominant social and
economic institutions.' (Fischer, 1990, p. 17)

Technocracy 1s defined as a simple, cohesive network in order for government to
apply technical knowledge by political means (Williams, 1971, p. 25). However,
there is no single theory of technocracy as definitions will vary within institutional
settings. Technocracy will, however, display certain core characteristics. First,
there is apolitical ideology. Here politics is a problem, not a solution. Politics 1s
abandoned as it produces unnecessary difficulties, An apolitical ideology seeks to
assess the rational approach to policy-making, where the solution has primacy over
and above the method for achieving that policy, as there is only one 'rational’
method. Second, technocracy neglects normative reason. This is supposedly a
‘value-free’ methodology reflected through an administrative conceptualisation of
problem-solving and policy formulation, which is a ‘de-politicisation’ of politics
(Fischer, 1990, p. 22 and pp. 41-45). Solutions are sought on the basis of
technical and administrative reason, avoiding what would be considered
superfluous political debate. Issues would be dealt with on the basis of

Instrumental rationality. Technocrats pursue desired effects of policy through the
application of rational methodologies.
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Centeno argues that these core characteristics must form part of any comprehensive
definition, as the simple definition of 'rule by technical means' is insufficient.
This is because rule by technical means has been applied, traditionally, to
prescriptive accounts of how experts should rule. The most prevalent,
contemporary use of the term technocracy, is one that deals less with the normative
1ssues presented by Bacon, Comte, and Veblen of whether experts should rule, but
instead the political perspective, whether experts do in fact control administration
and the economic and political process (Centeno, 1993, p. 309). Therefore, in
addition to these core characteristics, the definition of technocracy may be
approached from the perspective of technocrats themselves. Here technocrats, and
so technocracy, are defined by their professional career path. This definition
places them as a sub-group of bureaucrats who possess specialised knowledge
(Centeno, 1993, p. 310). Experts are, therefore, defined by their education; their
progression through a formalised educational process. In this definition power 1s
critical because the technocrat is placed in a position of high responsibility.
However, this descriptive definition has little value in isolation, for it characterses
technocrats as impotent policy actors, reactive rather than proactive to policy
problems. Instead the fundamental issue is an ideology of method, a rational
approach to policy-making, and as a result the important element in assessing a

technocratic framework is an analysis of cohesion and consensus between experts.
Thus,

'The most critical task for the analysis of technocracy must be the
identification of a specific and common perspective on policy-making,
which is determined by the social, educational, political and professional

background that these persons share. Without such an ideological
congruence, technocrats will remain relatively passive actors in a process

dominated by other persons and institutions.! (Centeno, 1993, p. 310)

As a result, technocracy is best characterised as an ideal type to which
approximations can be made. Therefore, empirical studies can assess the
penetration of technocratic elites into policy areas, the extent to which expert
Institutions, organisations, or professions, dominate policy areas, and the degree
to which policies reflect technocratic method and implementation. This approachis
taken up by Aberbach et al (1990). They argue that policy-making may be deemed
technocratic if the attitudes of policy-makers emphasise the technical aspects of
policy at the expense of the political. Similar claims are made by Burris (1989).
She argues that technocratic control is a form of organisational control. Thus,

'Technocratic organisations are characterised by a flattening of bureaucratic
hierarchies, a polarisation into expert and non-expert sectors, an erosion of
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internal job ladders and increased importance of credential barriers and
external credentialing, the growing importance of technical expertise rather

than rank position as the primary basis of authority.' (Burris, 1989, p.
314)

What can be seen from such an analysis is that assessment can be made of the

tendency towards technocracy that may occur within organisations and
administrative structures. Williams (1971) and Fischer (1990) also highlight this
approximation to an ideal type. Williams shows that independent organisations
may reveal independent 'technostructures'. Fischer argues in similar vein.
Technocracy is an ideal, not a description, and therefore practice will fall short of
this ideal. What does remain is a ‘politics of expertise’ where the ethos of a
technocratic framework can be detected in administrative structures (Fischer, 1990,
p. 110). This leads Fischer to claim that the contemporary image of the expert 1s

no longer that of a technocrat, as the emphasis in policy-making is upon
knowledge that,

'«... hinges on scientific opinion and the empirical validity of policy
arguments.' (Fischer, 1991, p. 106)

Therefore, there is a dual emphasis. Scientific or expert opinion will not be
accepted merely because it is based on a rational methodology. Rather, it must
also possess practical validity for its use in the policy-making process.

The dominance or otherwise of technical opinion over and above that of political
considerations, rests primarily on the position of experts within bureaucratic and
policy-making structures. Meynaud (1968) and Centeno (1993) make this

connection between technocratic influence and the position of specialised
knowledge,

'Technocracy is the combined result of the competence and infiltration of
the technocrat at the appropriate point or sector of the deliberative

machine. It is the combination of circumstances which favours and

permits the technocratic penetration into the political sector ....'
(Meynaud, 1968, p. 70)

Centeno (1993) outlines five ways, in a technocratic framework, in which
technocrats and technocracies can exercise power through this combination of
competence and infiltration. First, because of complexity. Experts are required to

understand both the problems produced by policy-making and to provide the
subsequent formulations offered for policy solution. Hence,

'sess Il technocratic regimes originally arise from the complexity of state
responsibilities, they also tend to increase further the technical
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sophistication required to participate in decision-making.! (Centeno,
1993, p. 316)

As a consequence, political elites will be able to transfer the notion of complexity
from purely technical issues to political issues, and in so doing it will become a
function of political elites to limit participation to those fluent in expert languages
(Centeno, 1993, p. 318). A second related mechanism is legitimation. Experts are
able to legitimate their influence by producing solutions to policy problems. This
could result from opposition to existing authorities and alternative policy solution

proposed by political opponents (Meynaud, 1968, pp. 77-94). Expert opinion is
viewed as possessing greater legitimacy, and so is used to legitimate or reinforce a
particular policy direction or proposal. A third way in which technocrats and

technocracies can exercise power is through what Centeno refers to as,
'Institutional autonomy'. Hence,

'eese & technocracy, therefore, implies not only the domination by a

particular type of elite, but also the autonomy and influence of their
institutions.' (Centeno, 1993, p. 321)

This is because he believes technocrats operate within an established bureaucratic
framework. Technocrats and experts will not act in isolation, rather they are part
of expert groups, organisations, and professional bodies. A logical end state for
this form of influence could be the direct transfer of power to an expert
organisation or professional body (Meynaud, 1968, pp. 77-94). A fourth way in
which technocrats may exercise power or influence is through regime stability, that
1s, the political and economic climate at that time. Technocrats may discover that
the political climate is conducive to the provision of technical, rational solutions, or
as Meynaud suggests, from co-ordination between experts (1968, pp. 77-94).
The final method is via the position of the state within the world system. For
example, market pressures on a global level may also support the rise of
technocratic governance. Therefore, the development of a technocratic structure or

technocratic approach to policy-making could be at the request of existing
authorities (Meynaud, 1968, pp. 77-94).

By legitimating itself as objective, technocratic policy-making focuses upon
Instrumental action without recourse to political or normative debate. This is
combined with a raising of the intellectual stakes; individuals will require the
requisite level of expertise to participate in political debate. Furthermore, as a
technocratic regime legitimates itself as objective and a meritocracy, it is under
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greater pressure to succeed and perform efficiently on a regular basis (Centeno,
1993, pp. 327-328). As a result, to assess any form of policy-making as
technocracy may be too extreme. The concept, however, may be better utilised as
a set of ‘technocratic’ characteristics. This could then be applied at sectoral and

sub-sectoral levels of policy, where an assessment of the policy area can made to

gauge whether policies are reflective of these characteristics and could be deemed

'‘technocratic'. It is, therefore, is an empirical concern.

2.3 EXPERTISE

Before we can consider the role or the policy influence of expertise, or indeed the

reasons for their influence in policy areas, we need to be certain of what constitutes
an ‘expert'.

2.3.1 Definition of Expert and Expertise
Brint defines experts as,

‘e highly-trained professional staff working in these [the economy, the
executive, legislative and judicial branches of government] central
institutional domains, either on a salaried or contractual basis ....
including also, highly trained professionals and managers in the
surrounding institutional areas of scientific research, cultural and

information services, social services, medical, legal and educational
organisations.' (Brint, 1990, p. 364)

This 1s similar to definitions proposed by Johnson (1979, p. 9) and Laffin (1989,
P-21). They argue that the terms expert, technocrat, planner, manager, and so on,
can all be placed under the broader title of professional. Rather than adopt a
functionalist approach to providing a definition, that concentrates on the actual type
of individual considered to be 'an expert' at a particular time, or a trait approach
that places an emphasis on a list of characteristics, they define a professional
occupation as the institutionalised form of control of such an activity. A
professional or expert is someone subject to that control (see also Collins (1990a)).

Friedson also adopts 'professional' as the 'umbrella' term. Friedson views
experts as agents of formal knowledge. This knowledge is shared by particular
groups of people who perform activities based upon it on a regular basis,
expressed in terms unfamiliar to many and using techniques of discourse opaque to
outsiders (Friedson, 1986). Friedson argues that many terms are used to describe
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these agents: experts, technicians, technocrats, intellectuals, intelligentsia,
professionals. The term professional is more useful because,

'esss  being members of professions provides intellectuals, the

intelligentsia, experts, and others represented as agents of formal
knowledge with a living and therefore makes it possible for them to

function as agents of formal knowledge, whether pure or applied.’
(Friedson, 1986, p. 16)

What is important therefore, is not to provide a list of attributes or trait
characteristics, for what can be termed an expert, nor a purely functional
description, but the social and political role of the expert.

Within these alternative approaches proposed by Johnson, Laffin, and Friedson,
expertise 1s seen as a product of position, achieved through training, and most
likely ‘legitimated’ by a professional code. Here, expertise is considered a
professional career system within the bureaucracies of contemporary industrial
societies, and their role is more apparent when technical aspects are deemed more

prominent than political (Aberbach et al, 1990). A fundamental assumption
therefore, is that experts are possessors and producers of knowledge (Etzioni,
1968) and their role in the policy process is to provide advice.

Almost any form of consultant or expert or special adviser, be it connected with
public policy-making or contained in commercial environments could be
considered 'experts'. They perform either a role that cannot be performed or is
unable to be performed within the organisations for which they provide assistance.
But this does not make them an expert in a true sense. Not only must experts
process and provide knowledge, but he or she must occupy a position of authority,
achieved primarily through a professional code and training.

This conferment of authority may not only be produced through historical tradition
of particular professions, but could come about through the legitimating process of
political patronage. This is an important issue for the policy process. Over time
this is as a legitimate method as are professional training or education. Therefore,
to use Friedson's definition, experts are agents or purveyors of formal knowledge

and 1n the policy process this is knowledge applied in a systematic and structured
format.
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2.3.2 Role of the Expert

Barker and Peters (1993) argue that all areas of policy require some level of
expertise to facilitate decision making, so that the various concepts, rules or
systematic distinctions, needed to make sense of the material within the policy
area, may be given due consideration. This is dependent, however, on the
particular character of the policy area. Barker and Peters provide a distinction
between policy areas: those that are elaborate in detail, complex, possess technical
difficulty (amenable to non-experts), that require operational advisers, and
therefore not technical expertise; and, those policy areas that possess real technical
difficulty, and issues of the scientifically unknown. This is a distinction between
policy areas that are predominantly political in nature, and those that are
predominantly technical, that require technical and even scientific approaches.
Furthermore, they argue that the information provided by experts can be used in a
number of ways: either to serve an optimal policy choice in the ‘public interest’, to
serve to legitimate the necessity of bureaucracy, that is, civil servants, or to
reinforce government (usually ministers) decisions (1993, pp. 10-11). This would

assume that the role of expertise is more prominent in policy areas of a more
technical nature.

The willingness of policy-makers to demand expert input, and the nature of the
political climate is seen most readily in the process of co-option. Torstendahl
(1990) highlights the co-option of professional groups by the contemporary state.
He argues that knowledge-based groups have found different positions in the

policy process. Policy-makers have incorporated expert advisers in a number of
different ways,

'Sometimes they have been made central for state functions (for example,
in France); sometimes they have been recognised as (semi) independent
bodies of experts, whose advice may be taken when found relevant, and
whose status is only partly dependent on recognition (such as in Britain).
All types of variation between the extremes are found, such as the creation
of specialist bodies, organised by the state, for experts in certain fields

with the privilege of executing the functions of the profession in
question.' (Torstendahl, 1990, pp. 6-7)

In addition to this,

«.. they are granted a ‘jurisdiction’ of their problem area by their
employers, collaborators, clients or indirect financiers (the taxpayer in

many cases) which can be withdrawn or changed when the surroundings
demand a change.! (Torstendahl, 1990, p. 5)
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The important result is that the exact level of autonomy and co-option can be
determined empirically. The issue of co-option is also is taken up by Saward

(1992). He examines different types of co-option. First, ideological. This
operates through civil society and culture, and,

'«ee involves the maintenance of similar patterns of assumption or belief

between governors and administrators and non-state groups or individuals.’
(Saward, 1992, p. 6)

This is a broadly 'market’ interpretation of expertise, where expertise is bought
and sold at will, to reinforce an ideological point of view. Second, there is

psychological co-option. This type of co-option operates through intellectual
influence via the state bureaucracy,

'A process referring to the creation, maintenance or encouragement of

common patterns of thought through the manipulation of words and
symbols.,'! (Saward, 1992, p. 6)

Here, the contention is that expertise is instrumental in determining the framework

for policy decisions, and sets the parameters for the political discourse. Finally,
there 1s institutional co-option. This co-option occurs when,

'«wo a notionally private individual, group, or group representative Is

formally incorporated into state decision-making as an adviser, informant,
or colleague.'! (Saward, 1992, p. 6)

Institutional co-option is the least difficult to assess, as empirical analyses may be
undertaken to assess the number and type of expert group or organisation

consulted or incorporated into the policy-making process on a temporary or
permanent basis.

Despite the different types of co-option examined here it 1s doubtful that experts
actually set the agenda of a policy area, the agenda being,
‘s the list of subjects or problems to which government officials, and

people outside of government closely associated with these officials, are
paying some attention to at any given time.” (Kingdon, 1995, p. 3)

Rather, they may set the alternatives, either in the short, medium, or long-term.

Experts may be co-opted to assist on existing policy difficulties, in the long-term
policy momentum will need to gather to have influence. Hence,

‘The impacts of academics, researchers, and consultants vary in a number

of important ways. For one, academics might well affect the alternatives
more than the governmental agendas .. Much of the time the agenda s
set by forces and actors outside the researcher-analyst community. Then
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politicians turn to that community for proposals that would be relevant to

their concern and that might constitute solutions to their problem.’
(Kingdon, 1995, p. 55%5)

Kingdon concludes that ‘hidden’ (specialists, experts and so on) as opposed to
‘visible’ participants, will affect the alternatives rather than the agenda, and the
long-term as opposed to the short-term. This assessment is important as to set
alternatives to existing policy instruments requires expertise to concern itself above

and beyond minute details, and to provide comprehensive solutions (Kingdon,
19935, p. 70).

Brint (1990) also examines the role of experts and argues that experts operate on
what she describes as a limited mandate. In some areas experts are functionaries
with quite limited powers, and are visible most clearly at the implementation stage
of policy, using their limited mandate to secure provisional measures within
specific policy areas (Brint, 1990, p. 370), such as the determination of the
principles on which the policy rests. Brint (1990, pp. 373-380) and Benveniste
(1973, pp. 121-130) also highlight three ways in which experts can have an
extensive, as opposed to limited, mandate. First, by successfully framing changes
in policy as merely technical improvements. For example, experts may be
successful in placing greater emphasis on efficiency as opposed to equality for a
particular policy instrument. Here, the change may go beyond a technical
consideration and alter the ethos of a particular policy, or subtly change its
direction of intention. A second method is encouraging the delegation of power to
experts. This would appear most readily in new areas of policy, before expertise
has become consolidated and absorbed by significant members of the policy area.
In a sense this is before all the power relationships have been established, and the
policy area is not as yet a permanent one. A third way in which experts can
operate on an extensive mandate is through the cultivation of intimate relationships
with policy-makers, a recognition on behalf of policy-makers of the political value
of expert opinion. A final method is the relative centrality of expertise in the policy
process. This centrality in the policy process will be based on the historic nature
of the policy area in particular, and the place that expertise holds in the policy-

making system in general. The extent to which this is evident will of course be
influenced by the effect of expertise at systemic level.

However, this approach confuses the issues of mandate and influence, when, in

fact, they are two separate issues. Policy-makers may provide experts with a
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limited or extensive mandate, that is, a formal role within the policy process in a

minor, or major way. However, the extent to which that mandate or translated into
influence is a different issue. Therefore, it is more useful to view these 1ssues as a

linear progression: experts may have either a limited or extensive mandate, which
in turn could result in a different level of actual influence on policy. Moreover, it

may transpire that there are other points along each of the scales, such as moderate
mandate, and moderate influence. Therefore, we may accept the typology
presented by Brint to refer to the limited or extensive mandate secured by experts

within policy areas. Although he refers to limited mandate and influence
interchangeably they are two separate concepts. The extent to which experts
exercise influence on policy formulation and outcome is a separate issues and 1s
discussed in the section that follows (see Figure 1 at the end of this chapter).

The limited mandate means that experts are utilised within policy areas in very
specific ways with a strict criteria on specific projects. They may be incorporated
into policy in an ad-hoc or sporadic fashion. In contrast, extensive mandate
secures experts a more permanent and prominent position. They may be involved
in a more comprehensive format and possess a more wide-ranging remit to provide
advice and is usually for a sustained period. However, it would seem to be useful
to offer an alternative to these two extremes, a 'moderate' mandate. Here, experts
may be granted a greater jurisdiction than with a limited mandate. For example, to
work on a raft of policy options, but this is not a long-term or formal sttuation.

Barker (1993) provides a more practical summary of the variety of forms this
expertise may take, ranging from: government appointed standing advisory
commiftees, in policy areas such as drug-safety regulation; government appointed
ad-hoc advisory committees, such as in broadcasting and telecommunications;
non-government standing and non-government ad-hoc advisory committees, in
various policy areas; through to more personalised expert advisers in the legislative
process (Barker, 1993, pp. 21-22). Barker (1993) further demonstrates the wide
diversity of information and advice to executive government, such as formal advice
on an external basis, such as policy-making issue advice, formal advice on an
internal basis (usually ‘secret’), advice from unofficial sources, and other advice
such as consultation feedback and surveys. Therefore, what can be seen is that the
role of expertise will vary from policy area to policy area, and the particular
institutional mechanism will also alter. Thus, one task facing any systematic
attempt to analyse the role of expert advisers in policy-making,
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. is to distinguish different levels and types of advice-giving - and of

the expertise lying behind it - which are suitable for different levels of
policy-making difficulty.! (Barker, 1993, p. 3)

Brint provides a similar conclusion about the diverse role of expertise between
policy areas,

'Opportunities for informal capture [of expert input] exist mainly when
policy fields are still unorganised and state resources are slack, while
incentives for delegation exist primarily under conditions of governmental
over-extension, real or potential stalemate, and in the case of truly

technical matters, which are of comparatively limited social import.'
(Brint, 1990, p. 381)

These assessments state that the role of expertise will be most prominent in policy
areas of a truly technical nature. However, policy areas can never be free of value
judgements and political considerations, both in terms of formulation and
outcomes. There are difficulties over the vagueness of technical and political
boundaries. It is difficult, if not impossible, to separate the two areas (Parsons,
1995). If, as Brint (1990), Barker and Peters (1993) and Peters and Barker
(1993) suggest, we assess a technical policy issue such as nuclear power, the fact
that expertise is utilised within the nuclear industry in terms of technical input into
the provision of nuclear power, does not imply that the policy area has been either
informally captured, nor amenable to non-experts. Moreover, it may be difficult to
demarcate successfully the technical and political boundaries within this policy
area. This situation results from the fact that the role of expertise in policy areas is
primarily to provide advice, be it on a pure or applied basis. However, the way 1n
which it is both perceived by policy-makers and the public, and the way it is
employed by policy-makers, has much to do with the nature of expert influence.

2.3.3 Nature of Expert Influence

What is important over and above what defines the expert, or an explanation of the
role of expertise in the policy process, is the relationship of the expert, and
expertise, to the policy process. If we are to use the concept in terms of an

individual or group possessing skill or knowledge, the question that must be

addressed is how this is utilised in the policy process, and to what extent does it
influence policy formulation and outcomes.

Benveniste argues that the mechanism that provides the most influence is what he
terms the “multiplier effect’ (1973, p. 2). This operates through the interpretations
of individuals and groups. They will perceive that a policy or plan designed by
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policy-makers will be implemented, and alter their plans accordingly. It may not
alter individual preferences, but the importance is the unwitting influence that the
presence of expertise has. Here, the important effect is on what individuals
perceive will happen. In this way decisions may be altered. This influence
possesses two central factors: a perception that advice of experts is provided on a
rational or scientific basis; and, the supportive commitments of policy-makers
being sufficient to create a belief that the policy will become areality. Therefore, a
combination of a belief that experts supply knowledge that is beyond dispute, or at
least is based on unbiased calculation and formulation, reinforced by the support of
policy-makers and government, means that expert influence can exist at this
systemic level. Habermas (1976) also makes reference to the effect of expert
influence at this level. He argues that technical development is inextricably linked
to social and political development. In this way citizens possess a faith in science
and technical solutions (Fleming, 1988). The state will attempt to alter public
opinion by prbmoting certain substantive issues and employ the use of experts,
advertising, and symbols, in order to appeal to the public for the support over
particular policy instruments. In contrast, less desirable issues of the policy area
will be withheld from the policy debate. The extent to which this is possible will
depend upon the cultural tradition of the society (Habermas, 1976, pp. 70-71). In
similar vein to the structural influence portrayed by Benveniste (1973) and
Habermas (1976), Perkin (1989) argues that society is permeated by a professional

social ideal, a model based upon expertise, merit and human capital. A social
ideal,

'« is & model of how society should be organised to suit a certain class

or interest and of the ideal citizen and his contribution to it.! (Perkin,
1989, p. 3)

Brint (1990) and Benveniste (1973) have alluded to the manner in which experts
can operate on limited and extensive mandates, and it has been argued that
influence has been incorrectly assigned to mandate. Therefore, although it can be
seen that experts may operate in policy areas with differing levels of mandate, the
actual level of influence that is exercised is a separate issue that requires theorising.
We may accept that experts operate on one of three mandates: limited, moderate or
extensive. The exact level of influence that is exercised by experts in policy areas
falls into four categories: 'servants of power', moderate influence, formal

influence, and technocratic (see Figure 1 at the end of this chapter and Table 1
below).
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As discussed above it is preferable to use the definitions offered by Brint with
regard to experts' influence, but to separate his typology. Two elements: limited
and extensive mandate, can used to describe the amount of input into the policy
process (that does not automatically translate into influence). It was shown that
moderate influence is an addition to this typology. The other two forms of
mandate that Brint alludes to are: servants of power, and technocracy. Rather than
assign these forms to mandates, it is preferable to consider these are forms of
influence, since both refer to power, albeit at different extremes. For example,

experts may operate on an extensive mandate in a policy area and have high level
input, but it does not follow that they will have a corresponding extensive
influence on either policy formulation or policy outcomes.

As shown above Brint (1990) argues that experts may have influence in a very
weak form, operating as 'servants of power'. Here, the actual level of influence 1s
low and expert opinion is subservient to other considerations in the policy area.
These may be economic, social, political or a combination of all three. What it
means is that although experts may have legitimate status within the policy area
their input is only to legitimate, validate, or reinforce political opinion, to confirm
either political activity or inactivity. Brint has also shown that experts may have
technocratic influence, where experts dominate the policy area and power 1s
assigned or delegated to them from policy-makers. Here, in contrast to servants of
power the level of mandate cannot be limited or moderate, but has to be extensive,
as the level of input, being technocratic, will have to be absolute.

As has been demonstrated above Brint confuses mandate and influence, but the
methods Brint describe through which experts may secure a limited mandate are in
fact methods by which experts may exert influence (Centeno (1993) also refers to
these in his discussion over influence of experts in a technocratic framework)).
For example, Brint argues that experts may have an extensive mandate by
successfully framing changes in policy as merely technical improvements, or
encouraging the delegation of power to experts. These are not examples of a

mandate, but descriptions of ways in which experts may have influence. Itis a
subtle but significant difference.

Itis unlikely, however that experts will have influence in the policy process in only
two ways, either as servants of power, or through technocratic influence, and so it
1s necessary to provide intermediate points on the scale (see Figure 1 at the end of
this chapter). The first of these is a moderate level of influence. As discussed
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above, the mandate in which experts operate may be anywhere on that scale, but
the resulting influence may be moderate. This level of influence is beyond merely
operating as servants of power and could include the provision of public
knowledge. In so doing experts move beyond reinforcing existing knowledge or
using terms of reference provided by policy-makers, to altering those terms of
reference. Despite the fact that policy is influenced, however, and the role of

expert opinion acknowledged, political considerations still have primary
importance.

For formal influence the information provided by experts is looked upon as
definitive for the policy area and forms the centre piece for policy decisions, be
they recommendations of policy activity or inactivity. This is not technocratic
influence, as experts are not responsible for the ultimate policy decision, but they
will go a long way to informing that decision. The method by which this formal
influence may be achieved can take many forms, some of which were described by
Brint (as discussed above) as examples of extensive mandate. To re-cap, experts
may have formal influence through successfully framing changes in policy as
technical improvements. For example, experts could advocate efficiency over and
above equality. A second method is encouraging the delegation of power to expert
groups, especially pertinent when the policy area is relatively new. A third method
for experts to exercise formal influence is through the cultivation of political
relationships, which in itself is a recognition on behalf of policy-makers of the
political value of the expert opinion. A final method is the relative centrality of the

expert groups in the policy area. Itis here that the historic nature of the policy area
will be particularly important.

A prime difference, therefore, between moderate and formal influence is the level
of dependence placed on the advice from expert groups from policy-makers. For
formal influence this advice and information is definitive and forms the cornerstone
of the policy direction. Alongside this dependence is another key difference, the
notion of duration. Expert groups may have a significant input into the policy-
making process of a policy area, yet this involvement may be transitory. On these
occasions, only moderate influence can be attributed to expert groups. It is a
characteristic of formal influence if experts remain part of the policy process
beyond the particular policy problem. Both elements, however, need not be
present together for there to be formal influence. For example, formal influence
could be ascribed to expert groups in policy areas in which policy based on their
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input was developed in a unique policy area (such as the Channel Tunnel Rail
Link), where centrality and not duration was the key factor. Similarly, centrality
need not be as important for the influence of expert groups as duration, which
could be achieved via the cultivation of a long-term political relationship with

policy-makers. A summary of the differences between the types of expert
influence 1s provided in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Differences Between the Types of Expert Influence

SERVANTS OF MODERATE FORMAL
POWER

Level of influence low:

TECHNOCRATIC

Low level of public

acknowledgement of role

Expert input definitive for | Absolute power supplied to

expert opinion subservient
to political, social and
economic considerations;
experts used to validate or

reinforce political opinion

the policy area; high level | experts to devise and
in policy-making; experts

may have influence on

of dependence; relative implement poliCy;

centrality in the policy- exercised through

terms of reference for

making process; delegation | bureaucratic frameworks;

policy; low level of of power high; cultivation
of high-level political

relationships; medium and

policy-making de-

dependence and lack of politicised; central and

centrality in the policy- permanent place in policy-

making process; influence

long-term influence making process

rimarily in the short-term

The points on the scale of influence are not necessarily an exhaustive list, and may
alter within policy areas. Moreover, experts may have limited influence on policy
outcomes, but a more formal influence in policy formulation within the same
policy area. Therefore, experts could be formally co-opted by government,
provided with an extensive mandate within that policy area to conduct important
primary research on areas of which little is known, only for the influence on the

policy outcome to be only limited, because of pressing political considerations that
outweighed the expert input.

As discussed above expert influence on policy is conditional on the internal
cohesion within expert environments (Saward, 1992, p. 159). Saward argues this
could occur but does not, because the ‘internal culture of expertise’ militates
against organised and cohesive political influence of expert groups, due to the
nature of expert culture, and its essential diversity of opinion. Saward argues that
it is difficult to envisage a large-scale agreement of expert opinion and for it to be
politically organised. However, if individuals have faith in expert knowledge then
expertise, in the same way as professionalism, can have influence irrespective of
the diversity that occurs within the field of expertise. Moreover, the exact level of
cohesion and consensus will vary between professions and fields of expertise.
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This level of internal consensus has been assessed at international level. When this

occurs 1t has been termed an 'epistemic consensus'. These are defined as,

'Transnational networks of knowledge-based communities that are both

politically empowered through their claims to exercise authoritative

knowledge and motivated by shared causal and principled belief.! (Haas,
1990, p. 349)

These communities may secure not only a consensus on specific technical
questions, but also broader issues of policy orientation, or less demanding issues,
such as agreement on a particular methodological approach to a problem. This
consensus can also be seen in transnational corporations. They may find it
difficult to resist a policy orientation as policy momentum moves in a particular
direction. Certain issues can secure a place as fact on the political agenda.
Epistemic communities have been used to characterise expert opinion In

contemporary environmental problems, particularly those on a global scale (Haas,
1990). The last two decades have witnessed many types of environmental co-

operation: statements or commitments (signing of treaties), deeds (policy-making),
and agreements on outputs (environmental quality) (Haas, 1990, p. 348).

Whilst not accepting that epistemic communities are applicable in all forms of
policy analysis, placing the focus on groups and individuals of this nature, aids the
analysis of expertise in policy areas in three ways. First, it reinforces the role of

ideas as a motivating force. The prevalence and subsequent belief in particular
ideas can result in a powerful momentum towards uniformity of policy solution.

Second, there is the influence of 'institutional learning' as governments react to
consensus knowledge and the impact of the policy momentum. Governments will
find it increasingly difficult to ignore a growing consensus on a particular problem.
Finally, there is also a normative effect. This effect is an acceptance that epistemic
communities can yield efficient policies, although these can also be narrow, expert-
based policy prescriptions (Haas, 1990, p. 349). As the use of expertise in a
particular area grows the production of successful, efficient policy may provide
justification for a consolidation of expert influence. The alternative normative
implication is that far from producing efficient, rational, policy solution, experts
may be instrumental in implementing a programme of prescriptive policy reform.

In order for these epistemic communities to exist, be they at national or
International levels, Haas argues that they must share a number of beliefs or values
regarding the ‘enhancement of existing welfare’, the validity of cause-and-effect
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relationships, a common scientific (or other) method, and a mutual policy
enterprise. Because of this cohesion and consensus experts may perform a
number of roles: defining the dimensions of the policy problem, identifying likely
solutions, informing policy-makers, and setting agendas (Haas, 1990, pp. 350-
351). As aresult of this wide range of possible functions for experts, Haas argues
that experts are goal-seeking actors motivated by shared ideas and beliefs, rather
than reactors operating in response to demands from policy-makers and other
Interested parties in policy areas. In contrast, Topf (1993a) argues that the
effectiveness of experts will depend not upon the ability of experts to organise in a
cohesive manner (the 'supply' of expertise), but upon the willingness of policy-
makers to accept advice, which in turn will depend upon the form of the advisory

processes, that is, the nature of the political climate, in relation to the type of policy
issue (the 'demand' by policy-makers) (Topf, 19934, p. 191).

A further important issue concerning the nature of expert influence is the way in
which the issue is placed on the political agenda. This may arise through routine
indicators, a particular study, a crisis event, a pre-occupation with quantitative
matters (such as emission levels in air pollution policies) and so on. Reports
produced by expert groups, combined with adequate exposure in appropriate areas
of the media may be sufficient to convince policy-makers that the matter requires
attention. This situation is then complicated by the next stage of problem
defimtion. Isita problem ora condition? Conditions become problems when it is
believed a solution has been found. Until a solution is found the problem is
effectively insoluble, and may result in the issue floundering, with no positive
action taken by policy-makers. Here, three factors are important: the value that is
placed on the particular policy area, that is, which problems are appropriate for
government action; comparisons between policy areas and across nations, the level
of attention that should be afforded in comparison to other policy areas, and in
comparison to other nations; and, the category of the problem (Kingdon, 1995,
pp. 109-111). This final factor is an important consideration. Is air pollution, for
example, an environmental or health issue? And furthermore, just how large is the

actual problem? The role of the expert will be to determine the nature and extent of
the particular problem.

Some observers are extremely doubtful of the influence of expertise in policy.
Collingridge and Reeve (1986) present two possible models: ‘over critical’, and
‘under critical’. Although qualitatively different the two models are intended to
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represent the low level influence science and expertise has on policy. On the one
hand there is endless technical debate between experts that results in stalemate
(over-critical model), or a lack of criticism of scientific conjecture within the policy
consensus (under-critical model). In the former, dissension on the one side cannot
appeal to more science and so there is a resort to compromise. In the latter, there 1s

the fear of breaking a scientific as well as policy consensus. The error of this
approach is to assume that science must be pure science; autonomous, disciplinary,
and with a low level of criticism on what are considered fundamental tenets. What

occurs, 1n fact, is that policy distorts these processes which makes science a
powerful instrument. Yet it is difficult to imagine any implementation of science
acting in total isolation. It is of course true that the effects of science in policy is
limited, more often than not policy does not fit squarely with scientific disciplines.
However, to argue that scientific research and expert opinion has no influence is
simply not the case. It is the level of influence that is the important issue. If we

are to accept that experts do effect some level of influence, what are the reasons for
this?

2.3.4 Reasons for Expert Influence in Policy Areas

There are two main reasons why experts are prominent in the policy process: a

prevalence of complexity, and a corresponding requirement of legitimacy on behalf
of policy-makers.

2.3.4.1 Complexity

Complexity is often used in a trivial manner in political analysis and social science,

to describe something that is merely 'not simple' (Zolo, 1992). Complexity is, in
fact, a situation not a thing, and will vary according to context,

'Complexity does not describe objectivue properties of natural or social

phenomena. Nor does it denote complex objects as contrasted with simple
objects. Rather, it refers to the cognitive situation in which agents,

whether they are individuals or social groups, find themselves.! (Zolo,
1992, p. 2)

Therefore, the relations that agents construct or project on their environment will
be more or less complex depending on circumstances.

The notion of complexity has a number of facets. First, scope. The wider the
choice or number of variables required to resolve policy problems, the more
complex the environmental situation becomes. Second, inter-dependency. As
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complexity grows, the more inter-dependent the variables become. Variables will
be employed to solve various elements of the policy problem. In addition, the
incorporation of one variable may be dependent on the employment of another,
resulting in inter-dependency. Third, instability, or turbulence; the tendency of
variables to change along swift or unpredictable trajectories. Unpredictability will

obviously increase the complexity of a given environment, as the particular change
cannot be anticipated or accounted for. The final facet is cognitive awareness.
This factor embraces the three elements above. It is the awareness by agents of the

level of complexity in their environment (Zolo, 1992, pp. 3-4).

In addition to these facets there are two broad areas of complexity: social and
epistemological. Social complexity is generated via languages and techniques.
This is typified by a high level of division of labour and functional differentiation
within society, resulting in a diversity in language and technique across areas of
society. Social complexity also results from inter-dependence between various
social sub-systems, and the breaking down of hierarchical structures. To effect
change in one particular sub-system may have consequences for other sub-
systems. Social complexity can arise from increased levels of social mobility, the
removal of universals, and increased social change as tradition and existing types
of social stratification are challenged. Finally, there is increased selection of
possible outcomes. Complexity exists to the extent of the number and vanety of
elements and interactions in the policy process (Dryzek, 1990, p. 59). The vanety
Increases, but experience becomes more functionally-oriented, and geared towards
the pursuit of particular outcomes. This situation results in pressure on policy-
makers to 'reduce the complexity' (Zolo, 1992, pp. 5-6). The fundamental
difficulty is that social complexity has no boundaries, hence it is not a system.
Necessarily complexity breeds complexity. Every (future) present has its future,

yet through progress towards this possibilities arise for new forms of the present,
and hence new futures (Luhmann, 1979).

The alternative to social complexity is epistemological complexity. Here, agents
cannot remove themselves from their historical or social circumstances, therefore,
they cannot know their environment objectively for they alter it with their actions.
They are part of the environment. Agents can only reduce, not eliminate
epistemological complexity (Zolo, 1992, p. 7). Despite this inability to eliminate
this type of complexity, inter-dependencies, technical complexity and socio-
economic change, demand new forms of knowledge, and therefore experts are
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required for policy-relevant knowledge. Fischer (1990) argues that the
developmént of a technostructure (the increasing prevalence of policy analysts,
economists, analysts, specialists, and so on) is a managerial response to the
complexity of modern business and society (Fischer, 1990, p. 110 and pp. 182-
183). And furthermore, that complexity is one of the three characteristics of
contemporary society that facilitate a ‘technocratic’ theorising, the further two
being: the growth of organisational inter-dependence, and rapid economic and
technological change (1990, p. 184). The situation in which policy-makers find
themselves results necessarily in system-led solutions, as to manipulate parts of the
system 1is to tempt instability, because of the growth of organisational inter-
dependence. A similar argument is made by Meynaud. The extent to which rule
by technical knowledge is apparent is the level of state co-option of experts into the
administrative process. This co-option is required because of the diversification
and extension of state activities, that is, the level of complexity. The amount of

attention they are afforded, however, is dependent upon the nature of the society
(Meynaud, 1968, pp. 36-37).

Complexity is certainly a major factor accounting for a rise in the use of expertise
(Dryzek, 1990). Complexity is on the increase through population growth,
increased telecommunications, travel, trade, the increasing use of technology, and
the mobilisation of minority social and ethnic groups (Dryzek, 1990, p. 60).

Furthermore, complexity has been responsible for the increasing use, as shown
above, of social scientists in the policy process,

'Over the past twenty years social scientists have thus clearly assumed a
new importance in the policy process. Because of the complexity of the
Issues facing the contemporary state, as well as the use of experts in the

development of reform agendas, social science has penetrated traditional
political discourse.! (Fischer, 1991, p. 348)

Part of this importance has been to provide political trust in policy-makers, and
their ability to use expertise to formulate policy and to justify and legitimate policy
decisions. This political trust, in turn, produces other mechanisms. First,
insulation, erecting barriers to the discourse of information by confidentiality or
selection of entry to authority because of the complexity. Allied to this is a second
mechanism, the controlled disclosure of information. Here, the public may be
persuaded that a 'bad' decision is in fact a better one. Third, an emphasis on

higher levels of activity, that is, that elements of policy are beyond the wit of
ordinary individuals. This means that, in general,
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'Disputes are therefore defined, where possible, as reflecting agreement on

principles, disagreements only in the application of the principles. The

history and the setting of decisions are de-emphasised.'! (Dennis, 1977, p.
20)

A further consequence of the increased use of expertise is a growth in the level of

knowledge. However, growth in (scientific) knowledge enlarges the range of
experience, but the number of 'certainties' do not necessarily increase. Indeed,
experts are able to support almost any political side by either drawing upon
different sets of facts or providing different cognitive and evaluative interpretations
to available information (Etzioni, 1968, p. 74). For in the language of politics
there is no 'observation' language that can be separated from the language of
theories. These theories themselves usually emanate from ideologies, general
philosophies, and historic and social conditions. Therefore, political analysts find
1t impossible not only to unify the language, but also to avoid value judgements,

'As soon as one passes from elementary levels of classification of data to
the development of political theories sufficiently complex to be applied to
the complexity of the environment, it becomes inevitable that political

scientists will be forced to violate and contradict their own methodological
requirements.! (Zolo, 1992, p. 27)

Indeed, 1t may not be possible to resolve the issues of cbmplexity and democracy,

'The increase of differentiation and social complexity is responsible for
wider demands for democracy and is still continuing to foster the need for

it; but it is the self-same increase in differentiation and social complexity

which means that such demands cannot in the end succeed.! (Zolo, 1992, p.
62)

This difficulty of resolving complexity and democracy leads to the second reason
for expert influence in policy areas, the requirement of legitimacy.

2.3.4.2 Legitimacy

An extensive attempt to assess the political and normative implications of
legitimacy is made by Beetham (1991). Beetham provides a social science
definition of legitimacy. A social science definition is one that deals with empirical
consequences and actual relations, not ideal ones. For Beetham, legitimacy
consists of three elements: legal validity of the acquisition and exercise of power,
justifiability of rules governing power in terms of society’s beliefs and values, and
evidence of consent derived from actions expressive of it. We are able to place
experts operating within policy areas within Beetham’s theory of legitimacy. First,
they appear in systems that are legitimated in their derivation from rules. Where
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the powerful acquire legal validation the dispute in policy areas is usually over
which rule should have primacy: law or custom; statutory regulation; or ‘rights’.
This need not concern us here as we may accept that experts operate in accordance
with lawful means, as statutory agents, or because of a perceived 'right'.

Therefore, experts are deemed to have legitimate status because they operate in
accordance with their derivation from a rule-based system.

Beetham separates justifiable rules, the second criteria for assessing legitimacy,
into two areas: legitimacy deriving from an authoritative source, and justifiable
rule-content. The former deals with the ultimate source of legitimacy of the social
system, be it an external force such as religion, or an internal source, such as 'the
people'. Expertise in policy areas can be placed in the latter. This situation arises
because although expertise may itself be a important element of society, and have
an important influence within it, it cannot be said to be the ultimate authority for
social systems. Justifiable rule-content itself is split into two areas: ‘principles of
differentiation between dominant and subordinate’, and ‘ideas of common
interest’. The former concerns the reasons for particular individuals to claim
legitimacy forinfluence in society, whether it be on a meritocratic basis or one of
‘birthright'. In contrast, the latter is the idea that the distribution of power serves
the interest of the subordinate, not the powerful alone, and is here that we can
locate policy expertise. In the political sphere this is a particular form of
‘paternalism’, where the fundamental belief system that specifies the ultimate
source of authority for the political domain has implied in it the premise that
decisions about public interest must be matters of special knowledge. The
'principles of differentiation between the powerful and subordinate' is not entirely
without use in placing expertise in the policy process. However, what we are
concerned here about is the reason for the use of expertise. Issues of meritocracy
and birthright, although important, would lead analysis in another direction, to
examine the reasons why a particular expert was present in a policy area, not the
reason why experts should or should not be there. It is a subtle but significant
distinction. Therefore, as a result of determining that issues of public interest must
be matters of special knowledge, the underlying principle of authority,

'«... entails that some people are entitled to take public decisions on

behalf of others by virtue of some special knowledge they have acquired
about the public good, and which others do not have. All such principles
by definition entail a paternalist relationship between governors and
governed: ‘trust us, because we must know best’.' (Beetham, 1991, p. 89)
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However, certain policy areas, that place emphasis on expertise, may not be based
on issues of special knowledge derived from complexity. Depending on the nature

of the policy area expertise could be placed in the former; the 'principles of
differentiation between dominant and subordinate'. Here, birth or mentocracy

could justify access to power for certain individuals. However, this would not, of

course, explain why the particular distribution was necessary in the first place
(Beetham, 1991, p. 82)

To complete the theoretical placement of policy experts within a theory of
legitimacy there needs to be an assessment of consent. This is important as it 1s

through actions of consent that legitimacy is conferred. Effective policy-making
decisions can be implemented only in certain conditions. The political system must
regularly seek reaffirmation, or legitimation, of the validity of its measures.
Elections, referenda, public inquiries are all legitimising tools in the policy process;
planners display plans, public health official pronounce safety standards, and so
on (O'Riordan, 1976, p. 56). However, this is a difficult area as, on the surface,
it is self-contradictory. For an individual to agree to a particular condition of
subordination is not necessarily to agree to the initial rules of the subordination.

Expressing consent by voting, taking part in consultation exercises, swearing
oaths of allegiance, or providing public acclamation and support of political
leaders, 1s conditional on the power relationships that already exist. Yet in
practice, and by social convention, it is exceedingly difficult to separate the two.
This 1s the self-confirmatory circle between the rules of power and the process of
their legitimation. The prevailing rules of power,

'eoos themselves structure the condition of relative powerlessness,

disadvantage or dependency that gives people the incentive to make
agreements of subordination which in turn continues the existing rules of
power.! (Beetham, 1991, pp. 96-97)

The above assessment provides a theoretical basis for the legitimacy of expertise
and the expert in the policy process. That said, this could also be applied to any
official in a political capacity. What is of more significant concern is the use of the
expert or expertise to legitimate, or justify, economic, social and political
decisions, in effect, to provide legitimacy for policy-makers. This is important as,

'«so the contemporary state is a form of power structure that requires

legitimation, not so much to function, or even to survive over a period of
time, but to achieve those purposes that depend upon the support of its
population, and to maintain its political system intact in the face of

serious policy failure, or serious challenge to it.! (Beetham, 1991, p.
118)
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To assess the legitimacy of contemporary states Beetham once again employs the
three-fold criteria of legitimacy: legal validity, rule justifiability, and expressed
consent. Because a state has no higher authority it requires an appeal only to
justifiability in terms of established beliefs and values, and evidence of expressed

consent. The first criteria, that of legal validity, may be discounted. It is assumed
that the legal status of the state is not in question! In terms of rule justifiability,
this can be split into three areas: an authoritative source of power, the satisfaction
of a general interest, and government performance and political legitimacy. The
political system must be based on the acknowledgement of popular sovereignty or
an authoritarian source of power, that contains some element of an electoral
process, popular approval, or a sense of what constitutes ‘the people’. The second
criteria of legitimacy of the contemporary polity concerns issues of policy, and it is
through policy areas that general interests are satisfied. This situation reflects a
concern for the policy performance of government. Governments are judged on
their ability to provide adequate output in specific and segmented policy areas. Itis
linked to the fact that the extension of general responsibility has increased during
the twentieth century, and as such, there has been a diversification in the number
of policy areas. As a consequence, expert input used by policy-makers is directed
at the satisfaction of the general interest expressed through policy areas. However,
governments may fail to fulfil this basic function of satisfying the general interest,
by responding to merely particular or sectional interests. The extent to which
governments compromise between the satisfaction of a general interest and
particular interests is related to the third criteria of rule justifiability, government
performance and political legitimacy. This element of legitimacy is focused on the
failures of government, not of political systems. As a consequence, the effect of a

government's inability to 'perform' will result in the removal of that government,
and not a breakdown of the political system itself.

Legitimacy, in this form, is not concerned with the nature of constitutional
processes and the survival of the political system. Therefore, governments require

advice to satisfy public credibility in two forms. On basic level governments
require advice because it,

'eesc. concerns the fundamental political credibility of particular

governments and therefore touches on their very survival.,! (Saward, 1993,
p. 74)

At a more empirical level it seeks to satisfy public opinion and participants in the
policy area on issues,
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.« Which are both technically complex and politically or morally

contentious, where little grasp (or even interest in) the strictly technical
questions involved can be presumed in the general public, governments
need first and foremost credible expert testimony. This is a necessary,

though mostly not a sufficient condition for public credibility.! (Saward,

Beetham explains the relationship of 'the expert' to policy areas, and the role of
experts to government and policy-makers in the policy-making process.
Therefore, experts are instrumental in providing political legitimacy to individual
governments. In addition, Beetham outlines the nature of legitimacy in general to
political institutions about, for example, the importance of consent. Despite the
fact that experts are used within the policy process to legitimate policy because the
1ssues are matters of special knowledge this does not mean that they necessarily
have or possesses legitimacy within the eyes of the general public. The credibility
of using experts within policy areas is used to provide public credibility within
policy areas, and in so doing, this has an implicit degree of legitimacy. Therefore,
experts are used to supply both political credibility and satisfy public opinion,
through two types of legitimacy. First, perceived legitimacy, a subjective
assessment of whether or not policy is deemed ‘legitimate’. This assessment will
be relative as some members of the public will perceive this and others will not.
Second, and in contrast to perceived legitimacy is moral legitimacy. This form is
more objective, a generalisable set of criteria by which to assess the moral worth

of policy. Saward acknowledges that this may not exist, and if it did it may not be
discoverable, or even useful (Saward, 1993; 1992).

The role of providing legitimacy for policy-makers and governments by experts is
also seen as important by Benveniste (1973). Benveniste argues that experts
constitute a breed of advisers with a concern for policy research and planning,
who are employed, primarily, to legitimate or excuse the failure of policy-makers
(1973, pp. 6-7). This reason is not solely a question of technical expertise. They

are an inevitable participant in the policy process and cannot avoid moving beyond
merely technical advice,

'System experts and planners are involved in politics, and politics is
never devoid of ideological content, therefore our pundits are, wittingly or

unwittingly, invelved in ideological issues, they cannot escape making

commitments to normative definitions of the good life.' (Benveniste,
1973, p. 21)

Even if experts are not directly involved in policy development it may be necessary
for public acceptance that the policy is reinforced by expert opinion (Saward,
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1992, p. 167). As stated above, the reason for this is because governments
require advice to satisfy public opinion, and the actors within the policy area, for
issues that are both technically complex, and politically or morally contentious

(Saward, 1993, p. 74). The desire to provide democratic accountability through
 the satisfaction of public opinion is extremely important. Policy-makers can claim
to have harnessed a civic consensus on a particular issue, through,

'eee the establishment of a civic consensus over the role and forms of

procedure of public examination so that all relevant issues are sufficiently
examined in an open, thorough and impartial manner, in order that a final
decision, even if still controversial, commands at least the informed
support of the public.' (O'Riordan and O'Riordan, 1993, p. 26)

This consensus must rest on fairness, not merely judicial fairness established
through the principles of natural justice, but procedural fairness, determined by the
style of examination, and the devices used to guarantee authenticity of expression
and transparency of argument (O'Riordan and O'Riordan, 1993, p. 27). This
fairness means: to initiate and command respect in argument, to express
judgements honestly and sincerely, to convey interpretation faithfully and justify
their relevance, to recognise the merits of opposing viewpoints, and provide an
efficient process (O'Riordan and O'Riordan, 1993, p. 28). However, this
approach examines the way in which policy-makers and governments may secure
an overall democratically accountable legitimacy for their policy decisions. This
situation is not necessarily the same as using expert advice to legitimate a particular
decision or policy. Here, there may be no desire for a transparency of argument,
or a guarantee of an authenticity of expression. And most importantly, policy-
makers may be reluctant to convey interpretation of results of research on policy
1ssues, as they may not correspond with their policy intentions.

Complexity and legitimacy are the key factors for the use of experts in the policy
process, although it must be acknowledged that given this situation, and the fact
that experts are provided with a mandate in which to operate within policy areas,
the precise influence of experts within specific policy areas remains to be
established, both in terms of policy formulation and policy outcomes. Moreover,

this could take the form of either influencing further policy activity or legitimating
policy inactivity.

The key theoretical concepts used to describe and illustrate the role of expertise in
the policy process are summarised in the Figure 1 below.
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2.5 CONCLUSION

The traditional assessment of expertise is found within theories of technocracy.
Although located primarily at state level as rule by technical means, this concept 1s
useful at the sectoral level, where we are able to assess empirically the extent of

technocratic influence, via the primary characteristics of technocracy: an apolitical
ideology, and a neglect of normative reason. Technocracy is a rare form of
government and so the assessment of the inherent characteristics of the concept 1s
more fruitful. A necessarily related concept to technocracy is that of the expert.

There are various definitions of the expert, and more specifically, of the expert in
the policy process. This is not the primary location of investigation, however, as
the individuals within various policy areas will alter. In contrast, the important
consideration is to distinguish between the different types and levels of expertise.
Rather than adopt trait or functional approaches to the notion of the expert, it is of
greater benefit to deal with the concept in terms of the provision of skill or
knowledge within the context of the policy area. This approach allows
investigation of expertise, as well as individual experts, within individual policy
areas, and importantly the relationship of expertise to the policy area.

What can be seen is that expertise is able to alter the language of political
discourse, through an increased emphasis upon scientific methodology,
technology, and technical solutions. What is also apparent are the various ways
that experts and expertise may exert influence, through the multiplier effect, or a
formal delegation of power, and so on. How this influence operates in a policy
area is an empirical concern. What requires investigation is the level of co-option
of experts, whether experts are provided with a limited, moderate or extensive
mandate and to what extent policies are formulated according to a technical
solution. We need to consider the variations in capture of the policy area by
expertise, and the subsequent level of influence they exert on both policy
formulation and policy outcomes. This influence is best portrayed as a continuum
from the low level of influence as servants of power, through limited influence
where experts are able, for example, to alter their terms of reference provided by
policy-makers. A step beyond this is formal influence, where expert input forms
the basis for policy decisions, be it activity or non-activity. The final, and most

extreme, form of influence is technocratic influence, where there is a compete
delegation of power to experts.
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A further important issue concerns the reasons for expertise in policy. These are
primarily two-fold: a prevalence of complexity, and a requirement of legitimacy on
behalf of policy-makers. Legitimacy enables policy-makers to justify decisions,
and to satisfy public opinion and actors within the policy area. Groups or
individuals are able to call upon alternative sets of expert opinion to provide
differing cognitive and evaluative interpretations to the same available information.
Linked to this requirement of legitimacy is complexity. Expertise is required by
policy-makers to provide policy evaluation and solution in an increasingly complex
society, as a result of increased and developing communication opportunities,
population growth, travel, and trade. This assessment has implications for
democracy as the nature of complex society alters the language of political
discourse and restricts participation to those conversant in technical languages.
However, whilst this chapter has shown the relationships between these and other
theoretical concepts, and how experts can or may operate in the policy process, it
remains to be established what type of influence experts have in particular policy
areas: for the siting of the route of the CTRL, and air pollution and asthma.

The next set of issues that require investigation are those concerning the true
contemporary nature of expert influence, to provide some empirical reinforcement
to the theoretical assessment above. Thus, there is a need to chart the development
of expertise since 1945 and to assess the two main reasons for this, complexity
and legitimation, both representative of an increasingly integrated and
organisational policy process. This is required to place the contemporary nature of
expertise in historical context, and are discussed in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

"HISTORICAL CONTEXT

‘Every political culture creates its own breed of

expert: Daniel interpreted dreams for Nebuchadnezzar,
Chinese diviners read the cracks in heated tortoise

shells, and Roman augurs found meaning in the
entrails of chickens or in the flight of eagles. The
policy expert - whose Latin name, expertus, connotes
a knowledge arising from practice or expertise - is

Jundamentally a product of a given society’s political
practices and experience.’

(J. A. Smith, 1991)

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter traces the development of expertise since 1945. It examines the
development of the welfare state as the primary mechanism for this expansion. It

also explores, in detail, the way in which the use of expertise by policy-makers has
altered.

Almost any form of consultant or expert or special adviser, be it connected with
public policy-making or contained in commercial environments, could be
considered 'experts'. They perform either a role that cannot be performed
(because of a requirement, for example to use external evaluators for policy
programmes) or is unable to be performed within organisations for which they
provide assistance. But this does not make them an expert in a true sense. Not
only experts must process and provide knowledge, but he or she must occupy a
position of authority, achieved primarily through a professional code and training.
Experts able to add something that policy-makers unable to claim alone: namely

provide the requisite objectivity to policy evaluation and credibility of policy to the
public.

The conferment of authority may be produced not only through historical tradition
of a particular professions, but could come about through the process of political
patronage. This is an important issue for the policy process. Over time thisis as a
legitimate method as professional training or education. Theref ore, to use
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Friedson's definition, experts are agents or purveyors of formal knowledge; in the

policy process this is knowledge applied in a systematic and structured format.
And 1t is this context that this historical assessment is given.

The post-1945 period has witnessed an unprecedented growth in government, both
nationally and internationally, in political, social, and economic environments.
Governments are perceived to be responsible for an increasing number of
activities, and even when these activities are directly delegated the burden of

responsibility, in the eyes of the public, is unmoved. Such a scenario has resulted
in a highly complex political system. The increase in complexity of public policy-

making has led to an increased use of research and expertise. Policy-makers are
ever more dependent upon research and expert opinion.

Since 1945 the British state has become involved in the provision of services and
management of the economy. Previously the role of the state was concerned
primarily with the regulation of property rights, order and security, the judicial
system, and the effects of these concerns on the rights of individuals. Three
domains of state intervention are of particular importance. First, the range of
public services known as the welfare state, although the foundation for these
changes had been developed in the liberal welfare reforms before 1914.
Intervention in this area is manifested in the provision of services such as
education, public health, and pensions. Second, following the adoption of
Keynesian policies after 1945, the state has become involved in the operation of
the economy, in a range of areas from industrial development through the
implementation of subsidies, to direct public ownership. Today, the state is still
seen as both provider and guarantor of favourable economic conditions. The third
domain of state intervention concerns the nature of public and private freedoms.
The complexity of urban life makes it necessary to limit the impact of collective

behaviour, for instance, moving beyond basic social control to consumer and
environmental protection.

The establishment of the managed economy welfare state represented a watershed
In social provision. This period of change, during and immediately after the
Second World War, produced a belief that the resources available before and
during the War to alleviate social difficulties would be available again. It was in
this climate that the Beveridge Report (1942), Education Act (1944), Housing Act
(1949), and a host of other policy measures were introduced during the decade
after 1939 (Fry, 1979, pp. 200-201; Gough, 1979). What altered from the
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previous level of responsibility was the scale and range of government functions.
The state was deemed responsible for providing perennially increasing real
incomes, attaining price stability in the market place, full employment, and a

continuous expansion of social services (Fry, 1979, pp. 204-205). This
represented a period of ‘acceptable’ state intervention.

Policy solution for most of the post-1945 period has centred on administrative
adjustments, not ideological confrontations, and the palliative for the problems of

the managed economy has been changes in the machinery of government (Fry,
1979, p. 207). It was perceived by governments that there was a lack of expertise
present in policy areas during the 1960s and 1970s, and a failure of administrative
structures to deal with policy difficulties. This perception lead to an institutional
response from government, with the introduction of mechanisms such as policy

units, groups operating within government departments to provide more policy
advice and information. It was hoped that these mechanisms would provide a

more objective approach to policy matters. Hence, the 1960s and 1970s were
characterised by a concern for reform of the policy process, over and above a
concern for policy output. This period also witnessed an increase in the use of
social scientists and policy scientists in the policy process. It was a time of
expansion in social science teaching at universities and polytechnics. It also
opened up the possibility for career paths for professional occupations.

This 'output-optimising' phase of policy faded in the late 1970s and early 1980s.
It altered to a situation whereby expertise was geared primarily towards particular
interests. Social science became aimed at legitimating different policy proposals.
This was due, in the main, to the critical challenge to expertise, or more
specifically, an emphasis on private sector methods, as opposed to public sector
methods, in policy-making. The fundamental change was that knowledge was
used to serve political actors, and occurred through mechanisms such as think-
tanks, who provided the legitimacy for policy direction. They arose out of a desire
to politicise the policy process. They were important during the 1980s and early
1990s because of their direct co-option by policy-makers into various areas of
government policy. A further change during this period was the rise in regulation.
New regulatory procedures, such as those for the newly privatised industries,
were justified primarily on the grounds that expertise was required in these
complex policy areas. Although it was not only an attempt to provide a review of

objectivity, but also to appease public opinion over un-regulated private
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monopolies. This development in Britain was a reflection of a trend across

Europe, and can be seen as a reflection of a tendency towards technocratic
management of many areas of policy.

Therefore, expert influence in policy since 1945 has witnessed various trends,
from a broadly 'technocratic' form in the immediate post-war period, through to a

systems approach to policy during much of the 1960s and 1970s, to a highly
politicised policy environment for the 1980s and 1990s, with an emphasis on

regulation and legitimacy. The primary vehicle for this influence has been through
the welfare state.

3.2 EXPANSION IN STATE ACTIVITY: THE WELFARE STATE

The development of the welfare state produced an expansion in state activity in five
separate directions: the public sector, macroeconomic management, regulation,
‘social engineering’, and the provision of minimum standards of well-being.
Together, they comprise the ‘welfare state’, although its essence is the provision of
services and the protection of minimum standards. The rise of the welfare state
has coincided with the spread of democracy, the development of the mixed
economy, and a period of unparalleled material prosperity. Although these may
have coincided there is every reason to believe that all these phenomena are related
to one another in subtle and complex ways. The spread of political democracy
undoubtedly promoted the development of the welfare state, for example, the

welfare state may well have made western economies grow faster than they would
otherwise have done.

Post-1945 Britain has witnessed two periods of welfare expansion. First, during
the Second World War and its immediate aftermath, and second, between the mid-

1960s and mid-1970s (Gough, 1979, p. 69). The legacy of the first period in
particular, was an expanded state in economic and social matters, that heralded a
commitment not to return to pre-war conditions, particularly in terms of industnal
relations, an acknowledgement that full employment and planning led to rising
expectations, and a sense of security for much of the working population. Thus,
the tone of the first wave of expansion was an irreversible shift in the role of the
state, of which the welfare state was an integral part, and a general extension of the

state in the international arena. Economic difficulties and leverage of the working
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class was the primary impetus for the second era of expansion. This heralded new

institutions in education, incomes, health, and housing, and a concomitant
centralisation of the state structure.

The development of the welfare state may be considered in an economic context.

For example, policy solution was greatly assisted by consistently high levels of
employment and economic growth, in order to respond to a high demand for
primary education in the late 1940s, higher education in the 1950s and the 1960s,

and a growing dependent elderly population. This was not a battle between
disinterested experts about what should be done, but ideological tensions between

political parties and politicians. The development of the welfare state during this

period was not strictly technocratic in conception, but was considered a political
necessity for the age.

This development continued into the 1950s and early 1960s. Pdliéy solutions
were sought less on ideological grounds. Rather, policy-makers sought to justify
policies, or legitimate them, with regard to the reasoning of ‘experts’ in
macroeconomic and administrative management. This period has been called one
of technostructure, akin to government being in control of a unitary firm or large
corporation. Hence, there was an appeal to technical solutions, provided by the
professional civil service, which enlisted the support of research institutes,
planning units, and consultative bodies (Poggi, 1978, p. 142). The use of
expertise during this period was not because of complexity, but due to a lack of
1deological distinction between policies and resulted in the establishment of an
expert or scientific culture. The extension of the state required a necessary
Increase in expert involvement and bureaucracy; more information, more rules,
more 1ssues to consider. Expert involvement became more acceptable because of
the decision not to return to post-war conditions. Policy experts tended to

dominate because of the increase in number and size of new institutions in areas of
the state's responsibility.

During the late 1960s and early 1970s the machinery of government came under
close scrutiny, primarily because of prevailing economic conditions. There was a
challenge to the ability, and therefore legitimacy, of the state to sustain industrial
development. The actual machinery of government was criticised because it was
perceived that the process of government, involving the civil service, failed to
utilise new techniques, skills, and expertise. It was claimed by some observers
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that policy-making possessed a narrowness of outlook, and a lack of long-range
planning and formal co-ordination of policy (Price, 1983, p. 22).

As has been stated above, post-1945 reconstruction is an important factor in
illustrating complexity and legitimacy. Governments of the late 1960s and early
1970s were faced with the prospect of sustaining a regulated economy with full

employment and simultaneously meeting demands of interalia the City, domestic

industries, and the labour movement. In the wake of the 'post-war settlement’,

‘ecce the attempt to maintain full employment and to meet extensive

welfare obligations imposed on the state rapidly escalating costs.” (Held,
1989, p. 114)

Furthermore, the post-war period presented Britain with a new challenge to
maintain its international status. This challenge had implications domestically, as

successive governments sought to resolve complexities in order to retain this. The
pervasive dissension and lack of consensus between classes, and,

‘... the fragile nature of much working-class political consent, the risk
that industrial conflict might spill over directly into challenges to
government, law and the state, provided enormous pressure on successive

governments to expand the range of the activities of state agencies. This
was reflected not only in successive governments’ expenditure on health,
education and social security, but in a variety of direct financial aids (for
example cheap energy from the nationalised industries), tax allowances and
budgetary assistance to industry. A series of government attempts to
advance the rationalisation and reorganisation of industry through, among

other things, the introduction of planning experiments, was also a
prominent feature of the time.” (Held, 1989, p. 114)

Importantly, by accepting the credit for improving living standards and social
successes during the 1950s and 1960s, governments thereby accepted the
responsibility for satisfying aspirations at general elections (Held, 1989, p. 15).

What is required is greater elaboration of the two waves of welfare expansion, and
how the use of expertise has altered during these periods. The first period of state
and welfare expansion was between the 1940s and the m1d-1960s.

3.2.1 The 1940s to the mid-1960s

In Britain, many different types of experts have been involved in the policy
process since 1945: professionals, policy scientists, social scientists, planners, and
so on. Much of this involvement has been through the growth of the welfare state.
The status professions (medicine and law), in particular, were crucial in keeping
the liberal state governments legitimated as they underwent the transition to the
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managed welfare state (Heidenheimer, 1989). As a consequence, the extension of

government responsibility provided the primary mechanism for the incorporation
of expertise within British policy-making. In addition to the ‘traditional’ functions
of law and order, imperial management, defence, foreign policy, and treasury and

finance, the commitment from government to a managed economy welfare state

made for subsequent changes in, and a subsequent expansion of, the machinery of

government. This involved inter alia industry, agriculture, trade, employment,
public corporations, and social services.

The process of nationalisation was an attempt to obtain large-scale economies, and
a primary mechanism for the expansion of the machinery of government. The
first, the Bank of England, was followed by leading industries, the National Coal
Board, the Central Electricity Authority, the National Gas Council, The British
Overseas Airways Corporation and British European Airways, the aim being to
achieve business management, public accountability, but not necessarily political
control. In practice it became a case of ‘back-seat driving’. Questions were asked
during the 1950s about the exact nature and role of these new public corporations,
but it was not until the late 1960s that it became orthodoxy for corporations to act
in ‘their commercial interests’, atrend set in motion by the Herbert Committee on
the Electrical Supply Industry in 1955. Moreover, in 1969 the Post Office became
a public corporation which affected it little in terms of organisation, but diminished
direct governmental responsibility. Attempts at rationalising the system in the
1960s and 1970s, such as the Seebohm Committee, were scuppered by in-fighting

between professional groups. This was most profoundly expressed in the
National Health Service (NHS) (Fry, 1979).

Increasing levels of cost and its subsequent implication for policy-making taxed
politicians and administrators during the 1960s and 1970s. After a further

expansion by 1974 approximately 27 per cent of the working population were

government employees and public expenditure amounted to approximately S0 per

cent of GNP. Itis this period that constitutes the second wave of state and welfare
expansion.

3.2.2 The mid-1960s to the late 1970s

The extension of the welfare state had an effect on administrative structures

required for the implementation of policy. This machinery came under scrutiny
during the 1960s, and culminated in the Fulton Committee on the Civil Service

56



Chapter 3: Historical Context M. Chiles, 1999

(1966-68) and Radcliffe-Maud Royal Commission on Local Government in
England (1966-69). The conclusion of the Fulton Committee was critical. It
concluded that the civil service was badly structured, introverted and poorly
managed, in contrast to what it believed to be required: far-sighted solutions to the
complex social and technical problems that it faced (Lowe, 1993, p. 86). The
Intractability of some policy problems of the 1960s and 1970s made policy-makers
more willing to consult outsiders. The creation in 1968 of the Civil Service
College, the Central Policy Review Staff (CPRS) in 1970, and the arrival of
permanent government publications, such as Social Trends, reflected these
changes in attitudes (Sharpe, 1975; Lowe, 1993, pp. 86-88). Up until the 1960s
the civil service employed few economists or statisticians. By 1983 the

Government Economic Service (set up in 1964) employed 300 specialist
economists (Prince, 1983).

It was this environment that led to the creation of informal internal mechanisms
such as policy units (Prince, 1983). A policy unit was a formal and permanent
organisation engaged in the policy process on a continuous basis, located at
various levels within government, with an organisational structure that tumed
information and ideas into analysis and advice. It was also a policy-oriented staff
organisation that performed at least one of the following roles: policy and
programmatic planning, research, liaison, or co-ordination and evaluation. Very
few existed before 1964, with most being established during the 1970s. The
1968-72 ‘post-Fulton’ era was the predominate period for policy unit expansion,
whereas the 1972-1980s period witnessed a decline in formation, and disbandment
or reorganisation of existing units. Early attempts at increasing the number of
specialists within policy units faded as they were made subordinate to generalists.
The majority of the policy units were staffed by insiders, although some contained
trained policy specialists from within the civil service.

The rationale for the development of policy units was based primarly on
‘Gresham’s Law’, that is, if the responsibility for long-term planning is placed in
the hands of routine administrators, they will provide only sporadic attention to
non-routine tasks. A second rationale was a responsiveness to the complexity of

public policy, and to permit government bureaucracies to comprehend and respond
to public needs. The policy planning unit,

‘eese Was an institutional device to inform the civil service of new ideas

and techniques, enabling it to be in touch with experts inside and outside
government.” (Prince, 1983, p. 26)
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These, however, were not the only reasons for structural changes. It was believed
that policy units would provide valuable staff assistance to officials via senior
policy advisers, and enable politicians to extend their control over the bureaucracy.
There was also a concern for objectivity. For example, the 1970 White Paper,
‘Central Government Organisation’, in proposing the establishment of the CPRS,
expressed a government preference for information free from departmental
considerations, and objective assessments of the implications of alternative courses

of action. Therefore, the origin of such organisational units was really born in the
perceived inadequacies of 1960s administration,

‘The idea of distinct organisations to undertake policy planning functions
can be traced back sixty years to the Haldane Committee on the machinery
of government ... during the 1960s and early 1970s the ideas of
formalised policy units really came into favour in British administrative

thinking. The concept of policy units was closely associated with other
developments in public administration during this period. ' In central

~ government, reports like the Plowden Report on Public Expenditure, the
Heyworth Report on Social Studies, and the Trend Report on the Civil

Service argued for more formal processes of policy planning, research and

review, and the need for greater input by specialists to government policy-
making.” (Prince, 1983, p. 23)

Hence, the introduction of policy units was to be part of wider reform. A Public
Expenditure Planning Committee was formed in 1961 and Planning Programming
Budgetary Systems (PPBS) aimed at improving analytical content were
established. There was also a trend towards joint planning between central and
local government, particularly in education, transport and social services, the
establishment of the Government Economic Service (1964) and the Civil Service

College to train civil servants in policy science and planning.

Although these administrative reforms represented a device for increased
objectivity and accountability, their development resulted from a high level of
demand. The demand was not only in terms of the political environment directly,
but also indirectly, generated within the political system by politicians, advisers,

civil servants, with supporting roles from academics, management consultants,

and business representatives (Prince, 1983, pp. 38-39). Legitimacy was also an
Important concern in this respect. In at least a few cases,

‘esss policy units were set up within government so that government could
counteract and be less vulnerable to the criticisms of outside organisations
such as political parties and interest groups that had developed the
resources and skills to analyse public policies. Thus, units could be

partly viewed as a defence mechanism for government.” (Prince, 1983, p.
39)
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Important elements of this second wave of expansion are worthy of greater

elaboration, such as the development of the policy sciences, and the rise in
professionalism.

3.2.2.1 Policy Sciences

The concern with administrative reform during the 1960s and an extensive

interplay between demand and supply for expertise, was instrumental in the
development of the policy sciences. These may be defined as 'knowledge both in

and of the policy process'. Knowledge of both the mechanisms of the policy
process and the various policy issues within individual areas (Lasswell, 1970).
However, whilst governments were keen to accept the application of business
techniques they were sceptical of more social science and expert-based analysis.
This situation was a result of the relatively closed nature of decision-making
between government and interest groups. It reduced the potential points of entry
for policy analysts (Hogwood and Gunn, 1984). Hence, the primary impetus for
the development of the policy sciences in Britain has been supply-led; the ability of
the academic community to focus its attention on specific policy environments and
difficulties (DeLeon, 1991, p. 104; Hogwood and Gunn, 1984).

There have been two overlapping phases between social sciences and policy-
making since 1945. In the first,

‘ese Which lasted until the late 1960s, social scientists were actively

seeking from the outside to influence government, but the influence they
had was of an ad hoc kind.’ (Smith, C. S., 1991, p. 132)

This was monopolised by particular schools of thought, and dominated by certain

individuals, and corresponded, in large measure, to the political consensus. In
contrast,

‘The second phase ... was marked by a considerable expansion of the
social sciences, at first in their teaching in universities and polytechnics
and later in the growth of research funding by government, and in the

employment of social sclientists in the bureaucracies.” (Smith, C. S,
1991, p. 132)

The first phase can be illustrated with examples such as Keynesian economic
theory. Although not fully ‘incorporated’ into government policy until 1964, a
commitment to demand management had been made by the previous Conservative
government. Formulated in Cambridge before the war the ideas were ‘converted’
into tools of government with the help of the National Institute of Economic and
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Social Research, who provided forecasting and statistical techniques that

previously did not exist. Parallel to this development the ideas were disseminated
to other economists. However, although there was a large body of knowledge

awaiting ‘application’ it was not adopted until the politicians and civil servants saw
the potential benefits of its application (Wittrock et al, 1991).

Thus first period of development accelerated during the 1960s and early 1970s, and
was effected from three forces: downwards from a comparative politics seeking to
become more empirical, in order to draw comparisons between policy areas;
upwards from a decision-making approach seeking to become more generalised, in
essence a systems-based approach to policy analysis; and, across from other
disciplines seeking to become more truthful to the complexity of events, a
recognition of the cross-sector influence of policy. Essentially, this change

represented a movement in focus, from a concern with policy ends to that of policy
means (Heclo, 1972).

As we have seen above, this programme analysis and ‘output-optimising’ phase of
social science employment waned during the late 1970s. It was replaced by an
Increasing professionalisation and specialisation of the social sciences (Smith, C.
S., 1991). For example, groups such as the Society of Business Economists were
incorporated into the state bureaucracy, as were psychologists into areas of the
NHS. Policy scientists were able to dominate the policy area more extensively
than previously because of the new policy environment. The sort of experts who
were able to dominate was dictated to a large extent by the prevailing nature of the

policy environment - the scale of the concern enabled the development of social
sciences as a form of professional activity.

Therefore, it was not a set of experts in a particular policy area such as
environmentalists versus chemists in air pollution, but rather their type - the
importance of policy or social scientist grew in evidence during the 1960s/70s.
They represented a group not previously used in the policy process. In addition,
universities were encouraged to provide professional training, and certain

individuals were co-opted into the policy process. It was also a period of
reconsideration of the role of the state,

‘Consequently, social science policy tended to shift more and more towards
the idea that research tasks had to be defined more exactly and tailored to
policy needs. The new instruments like the ¢‘customer-contractor
principle’, and ‘sectoralization’ in science policy could be used in attempts
to direct developments in social science.” (Smith, C. S., 1991, p. 52)
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This situation represented a political environment that stressed cost-effectiveness.
As a consequence social science became aimed at,

‘eces providing different interpretations of problem constellations and

legitimation for different policy proposals in a given situation.’
(Wittrock et al, 1991, p. 55)

Therefore, the policy sciences movement arose out of two sources of concern: a

demand from policy makers facing the scale and intractability of government

responsibility, and academic researchers turning their attention increasingly to
specific policy issues. What occurred was that,

‘eses OVer a period of years new university teaching programmes were

developed in public policy; a number of academic journals devoted to

policy analysis, policy studies and policy sciences were launched; and
teachers and researchers in such established disciplines as political science,

economics and sociology began producing publications on policy-related
themes.” (Ham and Hill, 1993, p. 1)

The development on the demand side of this development was a desire to criticise
the efficiency and effectiveness of public institutions, and an awareness of
poverty, and urban and regional decline. This precipitated an era of planning,
reflected in the Plowden Report (1961), a White Paper on the nationalised
industries, incomes policy, health service planning, and so on. It marked the,

‘e.se beginning of official interest in more systematic methods of ordering

priorities and relating expenditure to resources.” (Hogwood and Gunn,
1984, p. 33)

It would seem that this development is more complex that it at first seems. There
appears to be a multiplicity of reasons: political and intellectual legacies,
government entrenchment, state structures, and internal conditions. All these
factors affected political orientation to social science solutions and expert access to
the political process. Therefore, whilst familiarity and interest in policy issues was
not unique it was the scale of concern that was new, sufficient for some observers

to argue that the policy orientation enabled the evolution of the social sciences as a

form of professional activity (Wagner et al, 1991, p. 6). Indeed, in the 1960s the
social sciences,

‘s Teached the peak of their influence in the affairs of the nation,

particularly in the management of the economy, the handling of the trade
unions, and in the policy on social security. It was a happy conjunction
of intellectual orthodoxy and political consensus. It was underpinned by a

network of supporting relationships and institutions, in which Oxford,

Cambridge and the LSE played a leading role.” (Smith, C. S., 1991, p.
145)
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3.2.2.2 Professions

The development of the welfare state was directly dependent upon the
competencies of professional groups to administer its social rights,

‘As administrators of welfare legislation, professional experts became the
mediators between the state and its clients.” (Bertilsson, 1990, p. 177)

Professionals were actors in ‘just distribution’. Their role was not only to
administer, but also to legitimate the welfare state system. On a political level
reform provided facilities for new types of professional and professional activity,
such as statisticians and political scientists. The welfare state was, and continues

to be, as much a professional as well as political achievement (Bertilsson, 1990, p.

124). Indeed, the public sector was, and continues to be, an important labour
market for professional occupations. Hence,

‘esec the expansion of the public sector is one reason for the increase of
(welfare state) professionals. On the other hand professionals themselves
constitute a cause for the development and institutionalisation of welfare.
Professional groups have established themselves by their own power, by
discovering problems, by pointing out needs, presenting suggestions for
reforms, and at the same time demanding occupational monopoly, various
~kinds of closures, formal credentials and so on, backed by the state. The
welfare sector has been both an end and a means for professionals. In

other words the activities of professionals result in effects which reproduce
~ themselves.” (Brante, 1990, p. 92)

The state had, and continues to have, an interest in professions. Prior to 1945
professionalism in England had been primarily practitioner-led. Although the state
was present in the maintenance of authority it played a passive role, as did
universities. This situation altered after 1945. Universities took on increasing
amounts of responsibility for professional training. The number of universities
rose from 26 in 1950, to 44 in 1970, and student numbers rose from
approximately 85 000 to nearly 460 000 (full-time) during the same period
(Burrage et al, 1990, p. 212; Perkin, 1989, p. 451)

New professions sought exclusionary market shelters using non-market principles,
a ‘disinterestedness’ derived from the sense of ‘noblesse oblige’, and most
importantly, superior learning. This latter principle moved the development of the
professions towards certified as opposed to trained knowledge, as universities
took on board responsibility for professional training (Larson, 1990).
Professional development transferred from the traditional collegiate form, a
demand for occupational skills from a large and heterogeneous consumer group, to
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that of patronage and state mediation. Patronage occurs when an elite or large

corporation is the major consumer of expert services, and is hence client-based, in

this case the state. The extension of the welfare state has provided the mechanism
for this co-option,

‘The authoritative pronouncement common under a system of

professionalism [gave] way to the incorporation of practitioners, as

advisers and experts, within the context of government decision-making.’
(Johnson, 1979, p. 84)

The growth in bureaucratic and administrative structures during the 1960s and
1970s gave rise to the notion of a career patterns for professionals and experts.
This development was a result of corporate patronage, through the creation of
occupationally-owned and managed bureaucracies, and, as a consequence of state

mediation, through the creation of state-controlled service agencies (Johnson,
1979, p. 85).

The public sector, therefore, provided the primary facility for professional growth.
It was the organising principle of post-war society (an application of scientific
expertise to industrial society), the administration of the welfare state, and
‘management by manager’ of the mixed economy (with universities providing

ammunition and justification for both sides), that facilitated the development of
professions in policy,

‘Between 1945 and the early 1970s the professional society reached a
plateau of attainment. This did not mean a utopia based entirely on merit,
social efficiency and justice. It meant, rather, a society which accepted in

principle that ability and expertise were the only respectable justification
for recruitment to positions of authority and responsibility and in which
every citizen had the right to a minimum income in times of distress, to
medical treatment during sickness, decent housing in a healthy

environment, and an education appropriate to his or her abilities.’
(Perkin, 1989, p. 405)

In contrast to the development of state activities between 1945 and the late 1970s,
the 1980s and 1990s represented a change of direction.

3.2.3 The 1980s_and 1990s

The late 1970s and early 1980s witnessed a backlash against ‘big government’ and
a reaffirmation of private sector methodologies over the public sector
methodologies, and a critical challenge to experts. Knowledge alone was
considered an insufficient basis for policy analysis. This period witnessed a

development of new types of experts operating through businesses and think-
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tanks. Although other groups such as solicitors came under attack, the main brunt
of criticism was faced by public professionals, as a result of government and, to
some extent, public demands for policy efficiency, a curbing of the excessive

financial burden of the public sector, and policy effectiveness (Parsons, 1995;
Perkin, 1989, p. 482; Tarschys, 1983). However,

‘Wherever the decision lay between the public and private sectors,
professional society required expert functionaries on both sides of the line.

Government policy might marginally shift the line, but it was completely
unable to reduce the dependence of the state and society on the services of
the professionals.” (Perkin, 1989, p. 489)

The 1980s and early 1990s has been characterised as a period of neo-
professionalism, or de-professionalisation, as many of the new professions had
their origins in the new conception of a streamlined welfare state, and therefore the
state itself and universities played a less passive role. These new professions were
based upon a mixed system of regulation, a system that synthesised centralised
administration and self-regulation (Siegrist, 1990, pp. 193-194). Therefore, the
post-1945 period has demonstrated a shift in the status of professionals, and public
professionals in particular. It has witnessed changes in the relationships between
the four prominent actors: the professions themselves, states, universities, and
users. The state is the most prominent actor as it is both a user and legitimator.
The attack on public sector professions came from both ends of the political
spectrum, those who wished for improved welfare and care, and those who
believed that this could only be effectively administered using the mechanisms of
the private sector. Therefore, the backlash against individual professions such as

social workers and teachers, merged with attacks upon welfare provision in
general.

The promises of policy research made during the 1950s and 1960s that coincided
with the rapid growth of public measures, were not being fulfilled by the 1970s
(Wittrock, 1982). This resulted in a new approach; public administration as
management, with an emphasis on scepticism of traditional social science. For

example, no Royal Commissions were set up during the Conservative
governments of the 1980s to consider policy problems. Instead,

‘escs brief policy analysis exercises were conducted with an explicit
political brief and the use of a limited number of ideologically trusted
advisers.” (Ham and Hill, 1993, p. 3)

Furthermore,
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‘In the 1980s interest in policy analysis continued to develop, despite a
tendency for a shift in the terms of the debate. The attack upon the public
sector led to a search for market devices to solve social allocation

problems, and an emphasis upon the need for solutions to public sector

inefficiencies rooted in the application of private sector management
techniques.” (Ham and Hill, 1993, p. 3)

The election of Margaret Thatcher as Prime Minister in 1979, therefore,
represented a watershed in the politics of welfare. The policies of Thatcher

governments reflected a concerted attempt to counter bureaucracy and professional
dominance, rather than a direct attack on welfare. Instead, it was aimed at

organisations and individuals who had a direct interest in implementing policy and
welfare outputs, particularly of health and education, and was both a political and
academic attack. This offensive was an attempt to politicise the public service, and
to present key civil service posts to ‘sympathisers’. However, it also represented

an attack on one set of experts by another; private against public. The approach to
the politics of welfare,

‘eees clearly owed something to the academic industry which had drawn

attention to the difficulty of implementing new policies and to the power
of professionals and semi-professionals.” (Hill, 1993, p. 167)

Concerns about the ability to deal with welfare provision for those disadvantaged
resulted in a victory for New Right thinking. As a result,

‘esec @ related body of work associated with the New Right portrayed
professionals and bureaucrats in the public services as ‘monopolists’ able
to maximise their gains and enlarge their ‘bureau’ whilst limiting their
outputs. Hence, the creation of diversity and, where possible, competition

within the public sector was seen as vital to curb this power.” (Hill,
1993, p. 167)

Thus, policy was aimed at portraying recipients of welfare benefits as customers,
rather than claimants, patients, or even clients. This imposition of private sector
methods within the public sector continued, and accelerated under John Major who
sought to increase the role of agencies, under the Next Steps Programme. The
Next Steps Programme highlighted a new style of public service management; that
management is superior to administration; that this form of management is superior

in the private sector as opposed to the public sector; and, that good management
consists of a body of knowledge that is universally applicable. This approach has

been given the term ‘New Public Management’, with the emphasis on professional

management, standards of performance, greater emphasis on output controls and
so on (Wilson and Doig, 1996).
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This political environment altered the nature of the employment of expertise,

signalling an end to pragmatism, a concern with means rather than ends. Instead 1t
heralded a retumn to the belief that ideas have consequences (Smith, J. A., 1991),

or more precisely, that right-wing ideology produces important outcomes. The
fundamental change was that ideas, or knowledge, should serve political actors,

justifying and rationalising policies and political convictions. New expert groups,
such as think-tanks prepared the intellectual basis, that is, provided the legitimacy,
for the ascendancy to power for certain individuals in the 1980s, and helped to
shape the context in which debate took place (Smith, J. A., 1991, p. 265; Parsons,

1995, pp. 160-161). A concomitant element throughout this period of change
during the 1980s and 1990s was the rise in regulation as a policy mechanism.

3.2.3.1 Regulation

The 1980s and early 1990s witnessed an emphasis on agencies and quangos for
the formulation and implementation of policy, as well as the privatisation of many
areas of the public sector. There was an alteration in type and not necessarily in
the level of provision; a movement away from the traditional depiction of Britain’s
‘statism’ (post-1945 expansion of the welfare state, and a transition from empire)
(Dunleavy, 1989), towards a more European notion of the state. Therefore, in

response to the complexity of the policy-making system of the 1980s and early
1990s there was a movement towards regulation.

Agencies such as the Independent Broadcasting Authority and the Civil Aviation
Authonty, formed in the 1970s, were supplemented in the 1980s and 1990s by a
new type of regulatory agency, the regulatory offices, as a result of privatisation of
the previously nationalised industries. For example, the Office of
Telecommunication (1984), the Office of Gas Supply (1986), the Office of Water
Services (1989), and the Office of Electricity Regulation (1990) (Majone, 1994,
pp. 79-80). This movement towards regulation formed part of a continuing trend
across European countries, and the reasons for the rise of these independent bodies
are strikingly similar. These agencies were justified because of the perceived need

for expertise in highly complex or technical matters. The growth of administrative
regulation in Europe,

‘eess OWes much to these newly articulated perceptions of a mismatch

between existing institutional capacities and the growing complexity of

policy problems: policing financial markets in an increasingly
interdependent world economy; controlling the risks of new products and

new technologies; protecting health and economic interests of consumers
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without impeding the free flow of goods, services and people across

national borders; reducing environmental pollution.” (Majone, 1994, p.
85)

One aim of Conservative government policy during the 1980s and early 1990s was
‘rolling back the state’. The reality of this situation, however, is one of paradox.

Rather than reduce the burden of government as the policy intended, in practice
government intervention increased. Indeed,

‘From the perspective of those groups now affected by increased
government intervention at the sectoral level - for example, teachers,

doctors, lawyers, university lecturers, water companies - the ‘state’ is now
considerably more intrusive.” (Richardson, 1994, p. 179)

The 1980s and early 1990s did not witness a streamlining to the responsibility of

government. On the contrary, the attempt to reduce complexity via structural
reform and regulation resulted in more government, not less. During the 1990s
experts have therefore enjoyed a significant role. However, this is within a more
pluralistic environment, where experts with similar experiences and access to

identical information and research, are used to reinforce or legitimate different
political opinions. In consequence this means,

‘... that ‘expertise’ or professional standing must be viewed as an integral
part of the political argumentation which takes place. Thus experts and
professionals should not be seen as a distinct separate class or structure

within the policy-making process, but inextricably enmeshed with power,
and politics. They are not ‘un-political’ or neutral participants in the

process: they may advance class and business interests as well as
professional values and beliefs.’ (Parsons, 1995, p. 158)

Not only have successive governments during the 1980s and 1990s divested
responsibility for the monitoring of privatised public utilities to agencies, the
agencies themselves employ research and expertise in order to monitor and assess
the industry. For instance the Office of Water Services (Ofwat), between 1993-
1995, spent £3.1m on consultants out of a total budget of £18.6m. Rather than
employ large numbers of staff themselves the regulatory agencies employ expertise
of this nature in order to monitor company policy. This situation is because the
majority of expertise is contained within the company or industry that is being
regulated, which of course, the agencies are unable to draw upon (Hencke, 1995).

The privatisation and de-regulation policies of the post-1979 Conservative
governments were intended to prevent the unrestrained commercial activities of
new private monopolies. An alternative, and more realistic, interpretation is that
de-regulation was reflective of the twin objectives of Conservative governments of
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the 1980s: the creation of a free economy, and a strong state (Johnson, 1990, pp.
196-197). Yet although privatisation is presented as the most obvious example of
state withdrawal and part of the creation of a free economy, the rise in regulation
reveals a more complex picture of a society unwilling to accept unregulated private

monopolies. Thus there was a re-regulation of various industries. This pattern
was repeated, |

‘eeee in nearly all areas of so-called deregulation of industries and services
and again in the many cases of privatisation for which Britain has become
known. In privatisation particularly the government has had to resolve

two major conflicts of policy goals. For privatisation to be successful,
the industries to be privatised had to be attractive to investors .... Equally

it was politically impossible to have totally unregulated private

monopolies and so new regulatory regimes have been introduced.’
(Richardson, 1994, p. 190)

This rise in regulation has an important consequence in that it signals a tendency
towards a technocratic approach to policy provision. Regulatory mechanisms
highlight an attempt to de-politicise the policy area, and produce a consensus on
the nature of the policy problem, and the most appropriate solutions.

As mentioned briefly above, in addition to regulation another important change
during this period was the rise to prominence of think-tanks.

3.2.3.2 Think-Tanks

Think-tanks arose out of a desire to politicise the process of supplying expert
advice to policy-makers, primarily in the United States (Fischer, 1991, p. 341).
The basic result of this desire being that any reform agenda can be devised largely

outside of governmental institutions. The term think-tank itself is extremely
problematic,

‘Perched between universities, governments, and business, the modern

think-tank is a unique institution in the policy process. And as research

institutes become more committed to policy advocacy, they assume
characteristics of interest groups.’ (Tupper, 1993, p. 531)

A think-tank has been defined as an independent organisation engaged in multi-
disciplinary research intended to influence public policy (James, 1993, p. 492).

Moreover, that they possess three primary characteristics: they are intellectually
independent from political parties, but output is geared to party needs; they
undertake public interest and strategic research; and, most are politically partisan.
Think-tanks have also been described as being both internal (attached) and external
(detached) from government agencies. For instance, planning and research units
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within government departments, and pressure-groups with a research capacity
respectively. The important distinction, however, seems to be the political

standpoint of the think-tank, rather than a concentration upon single issues, which
seems to typify pressure-group activity.

In Britain, the traditional depiction of think-tanks is further complicated by the
strength of political parties (therefore making it difficult to eschew partisanship),
the small scale of research funding, and the internal policy-making capacity of the
civil service. Although a semantic issue, the definition of a think-tank is important
because of the prestige attached to the term, in contrast to pressure groups, who
are prone more to receive negative publicity in the media (Denham and Garnett,
1995). It seems that it is more beneficial to determine whether or not a think-tank

is inside or outside government, rather than partisan, non-partisan, ideological, or
non-1deological (Parsons, 1995).

The complexity of social problems faced by governments was one of the reasons
for the development of think-tanks during the 1980s. Governments looked
towards think-tanks to provide original, innovative, and most importantly practical
solutions to policy difficulties. There were, however, other reasons, such as the
declining influence of the civil service. This political environment caused a change
in the ethos and aims of think-tanks during the 1980s, a process that had begun 1n
during the 1970s. Think-tanks began to operate in a more pragmatic sense,
offering recommendations to government on specific areas of policy. This change
in emphasis was in contrast to the more academic approach characteristic of
traditional, long-standing groups, such as the Fabian Society.

Despite this change in direction it was only in the run-up to the 1983 general
election that think-tanks had any tangible effect on policy. However, it was only
through ad-hoc or special adviser relationships with policy-makers that influence
was apparent. Members of groups such as the Adam Smith Institute (ASI) would
be seconded as specialist advisers by ministers sympathetic to their cause. This
situation may explain,

wee Why the number of public policies and laws that can be placed at the
door of think-tanks is so small. There is virtually no example of any

legislation on either side of the Atlantic that was entirely and uniquely due
to one individual think-tank.” (Hames and Feasey, 1994, p. 231)

Itis difficult to separate ‘interests’ and ‘ideas’ in policy, and as a consequence it is
difficult to assess how ideas shape policy (Parsons, 1995). However, the Institute
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for Economic Affairs (IEA) could claim to have kept monetarism on the political
agenda. Similar claims could be made by the Centre for Policy Studies (CPS) for
the general policy of privatisation of public industries, and the ASI could take

credit for providing intellectual energy for the privatisation of various public-sector
industries and services. Think-tanks are not purely a phenomenon of the right,

despite the prominence of the IEA, CPS, and ASI during the 1980s. The Institute
for Public Policy Research (IPPR) was formed in 1988. A year later the Social
Market Foundation formed part of the Social Democratic Party’s intellectual
armoury. Think-tanks continued to grow in the early 1990s with the formation of
groups such as the European Policy Forum (1992) and Demos (1993) (Parsons,
1995). Demos 1s now an integral part of the Downing Street Policy Unit.

As mentioned above, one area that could be considered success for the influence of
think-tanks is that of privatisation,

‘Think tanks not only provided intellectual legitimation for privatisation

policies, through their intellectual advocacy and research brokerage they
also helped spread privatisation ideas.” (Stone, 1995, p. 323)

This success resulted from think-tanks forming part of national and international
epistemic communities. These are forums of expert actors placed within a wider
climate of ideas. Research brokerage is a long-term process of conveying
knowledge from universities and research organisations to public and political
domains. Think-tanks draw on contacts with the media and opinion leaders and
communicate through seminars, conferences and publications. Links are cultivated
with academics and other research institutes at both domestic and international
levels. These linkages help to create transnational alliances where information is
transmitted and shared. Knowledge does not automatically ‘enlighten’ policy
makers. However, broadcasting new ideas is an attempt to influence policy
agendas or the more general desire for discourse structuration (Stone, 1995, p.
334). Ideas may become entrenched within the culture of society. For example,
there was a lack of sustained criticism of privatisation during the 1980s from

‘opposition’ think-tanks such as the Fabian Society and the Policy Studies
Institute.

One critical factor, therefore, in determining influence is the effect on the media.
During the 1980s hardly any report of think-tank activity was not preceded with
the word ‘influential’. Advocacy groups such as the ASI were particularly
successful in this area. Therefore, although this may not lead automatically to
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political influence it has influence over the ‘climate of ideas’. The rising public
status of right-wing groups,

‘{gave] a certain legitimacy to both Reagan and Thatcher Administrations
and their policies - admittedly some of it ex post facto - and [turned] sets
of individual policy decisions into part of what has seemed, to much of the

political elite in both countries, a great movement of ideas.” (Hames and
Feasey, 1994, p. 234)

There is now, in general, a swing back to the centre and left, and away from nght-
wing think-tanks. This demonstrates the demand cycle of expert views. Think-

tanks may have to wait until the political scene returns to their way of thinking,

‘There is frenetic activity behind the jockeying for ideological power. The
prospects and arguments of the Eighties have become orthodoxy now, so
where are they to turn? The new thinking seems to be with Blair, Demos,

the Institute of Public Policy Research and others. Apart from the Europe
fault-line, there are few ideological divides; it is more a matter of style,

tone and personality. The pool of new right-wing ideas is almost dry, and

the tanks are scrambling for the last sip of the muddy water.” (Toynbee,
199§, p. 9)

3.3 CONCLUSION

The post-1945 period in Britain witnessed several developments as regards the
expansion of the state, and the development of the use of expertise within policy

areas. The period saw the creation of new institutions and new formats for expert
influence, and an increasing centralisation in certain policy areas.

The 1940s and 1950s can be described loosely as a period of technocratic influence
by experts in policy-making. This situation was a result of the post-war political
settlement, and was in contrast to the usual reason for such technocratic influence,
the desire for technical solutions on behalf of society. In effect, therefore, a lack
of ideological confrontation between political groups over policy solution provided
the correct environment. In this period policy detail was left largely to experts. It
was the development of the welfare state that provided the primary mechanism for
expansion in the number of experts used in policy areas during the 1940s and
1930s. This was mainly through the nationalisation of industries and the
development of economic policy and it continued into the 1960s. The competence
of professionals was important for the delivery of services in the expanding
welfare state. Professionals legitimated this welfare system, acting as mediators
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between the state and the public. Today, the public sector is still an important
market for professionals.

In contrast to the 1940s and 1950s, the 1960s and 1970s were characterised by a
systems approach to policy formulation and solution. Here, experts were co-opted
by policy-makers to improve the process of policy-making, over and above
influence over the policy output, although influence was apparent here also. The
important factor to consider is that expert influence dominated the operation of
policy, not the policy aim. This 'output-optimising' phase of policy solution
waned during the 1970s and early 1980s. Instead of being used in the policy
process element of policy experts were primarily employed to legitimate policy
decisions or direction. This reflected a more pluralistic environment for expertise.
The 1960s and 1970s also witnessed developments in institutional reform. Policy-
makers in many policy areas came under criticism from various quarters for the
lack of expert input into policy-making. It was hoped that mechanisms such as
policy units would provide information free from bias, and in particular
interference from disputes between government departments. A concomitant
development was the generation of career paths within professions, through a
further expansion of the welfare state, and the use of universities and polytechnics
to provide professional education. This development also produced new types of
social scientist, an integral part of which was the development of the policy
sciences. Part of the rationale for these developments during the 1960s and 1970s
was the complexity of policy and the inadequacy of existing administrative
procedures to deal effectively with policy problems.

The 'output-optimising' phase of policy provision faded during the late 1970s and
early 1980s. This period saw a backlash against the notion of 'big government',
and a challenge to public sector professionals from private sector methodology,
representing a concern for strict financial control and policy efficiency. It also saw
a return to the belief that knowledge should serve political actors, and more
specifically, the dominance of right-wing political ideology. And furthermore, that
policy aims should take precedence over and above the policy process. Expertise
became geared towards providing legitimacy for various commercial and political
interests, through mechanisms such as think-tanks, policy consultants and
advisers, co-opted into the policy process. A parallel development was that of
regulation. Policy issues, such as those generated by the newly privatised
industries, became subject to regulatory control. This development reflected a
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trend towards greater regulation across Europe. It represented a method by which
governments could deal with the complexity of policy-making in contemporary

societies. As a result it reflects the movement towards a technocratic approach to
policy-making in various policy areas.

The sort of experts who tended to dominate varied at different times: those who
were part of the state bureaucracy and who were part of the new professions and
increase in number of professionals since 1945. But also the increase in the
number of experts who operated 'outside' of the policy process. The new type of
policy and social scientist was created as a result of a diversified and enlarged
welfare state. Emphasis on process was replaced by a concern for political
direction and hence co-option of opinion. Experts were able to provide 'objective’
information for policy-makers. Outsiders in the 1980s/90 became more important
than insiders for at least helping to define political boundaries. The sort of experts

used in the policy process became dependent more upon the demands of policy-
makers rather than the supply of experts.

Therefore, since 1945 expert input into policy-making has altered significantly.
From a technocratic influence in the 1940s and 1950s, to a systems approach in the
1960s and 1970s, to a pluralistic environment in the 1980s and 1990s. Moreover,
there was a general trend from the use of internal to using more externally based
expert knowledge. Up until the 1980s/90 policy experts focused on an assessment
of losers and winners with regard to particular policies, that is, the policy scientist
and the professional career path expert, whereas the 1980s and 1990s have seen
externally-based experts being co-opted to legitimate a particular ideological or
political standpoint. It is also a period in which the elements of complexity,
legitimacy, and regulation feature prominently. These concepts are analysed

within two case studies. The following chapter provides an introduction to both
areas.
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CHAPTER 4

CASE STUDIES

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The two case studies selected for an assessment of the type, and level of expert
influence are: the siting of the route of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL), and
air pollution and asthma. They have been selected for a number of reasons. The
two areas provide distinctly different areas of policy-making in Britain in the
1990s. On the surface the former is a politico-geographical policy area concerned
with the imposition on specific communities of a new piece of transport
infrastructure. The latter is perceived to be a highly technical area of policy that
provides not only problems in the provision of effective policy solution, but also
difficulties for public participation. It is hoped not only to examine the
assumptions above, but also to highlight comparisons and parallels between the

two policy areas. And to demonstrate further, though not altogether obvious,
theoretical and empirical differences between the two policy areas.

The two policy areas can be described as sub-sectoral. They were selected not
only for practical purposes to permit manageable empirical analyses, but also
because, as has been shown previously, policy-making operates at this level, as

well as at that of the policy sector. Moreover, by selecting policy areas of equal
status this allows for contrast and comparison between them.

Both areas enjoy similar histories in terms of policy application. Regulation, an
incrementalist approach to policy, centralised institutional arrangements, and the
environment have been, and continue to be, dominant themes in their development.
This combination of factors means that they are both high on the political agenda.
Indeed, the air pollution policy sector is a particularly dynamic policy area at
present, as 1s the debate over the provision of transport infrastructure. The relative
centrality on the political agenda of these issues is both reflected and supported by
the level of European involvement in policy-making.

In order to assess the various important elements within contemporary policy-
making in these areas some historical background for both areas is required.
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4.2 AIR POLLUTION AND ASTHMA: HISTORICAL
BACKGROUND

The issue of air pollution is necessarily political. The improvement or resolution
of air pollution relies as much upon political decisions, as it does on financial
resources, economic interests, and developments in science and technology
(Lovenidge, 1971, p. 45). The primary reason for the political dimension results
from the fact that the prevalence of air pollution raises concerns over the possible
adverse health effects. This fact is recognised formally by the World Health

Organisation (WHQO). The main concern of WHO is with the growth of air
pollution in cities.

Once a decision has been made to intervene in the air pollution policy area it raises
further questions and issues, such as what are acceptable levels of air pollution? Is
it more or less important than other policy goals? Are we able to improve or
resolve the conditions? And so on. The policy issue is one that must compete
with other issues for scarce resources. Therefore, control of air pollution is a
result of an air quality situation that has been deemed unsatisfactory by policy-
makers, coupled with an acceptance of the fact that air pollution may produce
short-term acute levels, and detrimental long-term risks to public health and the
environment. The provision of measures to combat the problem,

‘e explicitly or implicitly include an estimate of what level of risk to

the population or environment is acceptable. The acceptable level will
depend on a complex array of social, political and economic, as well as

scientific factors and will therefore vary from country to country.’
(Strauss and Mainwaring, 1984, p. 112)

The 1ssue of air pollution is political not only because it requires the intervention of
government and other elected and non-elected agencies, for both the protection of
the air as well as the population, but because of its indeterminate, and elusive
nature. And, as with any environmental issue, it is also essentially normative in
character. The value that the public place on the provision of a clean and healthy

environment, and the actual definition and criteria set by experts and policy-makers
that constitutes a clean environment may differ significantly. There is a ‘gap’
between the ‘real’ scientific importance plac<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>